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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20348

B-180575

To the Chairman and Ranking Minority
Member

Committee on Environment and Public
Works

United States Senate

This report responds to your request concerning
hindrances to coordinating federally funded programs that
provide for transportation of people. Although we fourd no
express legal restrictions to coordinating this transporta-
tion, we did find hindrances. We believe our recommenda-
tions to the Congress and to the Office of Managemen:t and
Budget, set forth on page 55, will help alleviate some of
the problems experienced in attempts to coordinate.

As agreed with the Committee office, we plan to send
copies of this report to the Cffice of Management .u Budget;
the Interstate Commerce Commission; the 11 departments and
agencies whose programs we discuss in the report; interested
Committees and Members of Congress; and Federal, State, and

local officials.
/7/5‘? 477

Acting Comptroller Geaera
cof the United States
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL'S HINDRANCES TO COORDINATING

REPORT TO THE SENATE TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT PARTICIPATING IN FEDERALLY
AND PUBLIC WORKS FUNDED GRANT PROGRAMS

Over the years, the Congress has passed legislation
establishi,y over 1,000 programs that include

funds far such activities as health, education,
employmant trai~ing, vocational rehabilitaticn,
food and nutrition, housing, and transporta-

tich.. 3enerally, funds for these purposes are

in the .Jjorm of categorical grants to State and

local gevernments or nonprofit organizations.
{See ch. 1.}

During hearings in 1975, the Senate Committez on
Public Works 1/ became concerned about the lack
of coordination of trancsportation services being
offered in rural areas. The Committee concluded
that a detailed review was warranted and re-
quested GAO to identify

--Federal programs that provide for the
transportation of program beneficiaries,

-—-any restrictions that frustrate Federal,
State,., and local efforts to coordinate

these various transportation resources,
and

~-instances in which coordination has been
achieved and tbe circumstances that
made this pussible. (See app. I.)

GAO identified 114 Federal programs *.at provide
transportation for program beneficiaries. With
a few exceptions, these programs <9 not dis-
tinguish among rural areas, small urban areas,
and urban areas. Therefore, the repocrt does

not set programs serving rural and small urban
areas apart from those serving urban areas.
instead it discusses programs that provide for
the transportation of reople in general.

Estimates of fiscal year 1976 transportiation
costs were available for 68 of these programs.

1/Now the Senate Committee on Environment and
Public Works.

CED-77~119

Tear Sheel. Upon removal, the report i
cover date should be notea hereon.



Estimates included $1.9 billion for 10 programs
administered by the Department of Transportation
and $308 million for 58 other programs. (See
app. II and p. 7.)

GAO 4id not find any express statutory or
regqulatory restrictions specifically pro-
hibiting coordination of transportation, but
one Federal program did have a policy limiting
vehicle sharing to a specific target group.
However, GAQ identitied a number of hindrances
to transportation coordination efforts:

--Problems inherent with the categorical grant
approach to Federal assistance.

~—Grantee worcies about the availability of
continuous funding.

--Incompatibility or perceived incompatibility
due to differences in client groups (age,
income, and so forth) and differences in
transportation needs of client groups.

-~Concern that coordination is not beneficial
or that clients may be adversely affected
by coordination.

--State transportation regulations,

-~-Accountability, paperwork, and bookkeeping
problems.

--Lack of a concerted Federal effort to coordi-
nate transpertation.

However, the most significant hindrance is con-
fusion at all governmenta'. levels about the ex-
tent of coordination federally funded projects

may engage in. {(See ch. 4.)

It is not clear under what circumstances and

to what extent the Congress endorses the use of
transportation resources (personnel, vehicles,
operating expenses, etc.) acquired for one
program to support the trarmsportation activities
of another program. Federal legislation

ii
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generally is silent regarding transportation

coordination or cost sharing. {See pp. 24 to 25.)

Government-wide regulations are of little help
to executive agencies and Federal grantees in
coordinating trancportation. Few Federal pro-
gram regulations mention transportation coordi-
nation and cffer little real coordination
guidance to grantees. (See pp. 27 to 28.)
However, GAO case studies and studizs by

others indicate that desrite these and other
hindrances, some coordination is taking place.
(See p. 37.)

Strong local leadership appears to play an
impartant role in successful coordination
activities. (See p. 29.) Projects that
only provide transportation appear to be able
to avoid many real or perceived hindrances

to coordination because they are in fact
vendors of services with which most human
services agencies can contract. However, as
the case studies indicate, hindrances exist
even in these arrangements. (See p. 54.)

A number of solutions have been suggested on
how tc eliminate various hindrances to trans-
portation coordination. GAO believes that
many are not administratively feasible or
practical at the present time. Although a
number of the problems hindering coordination
might be resolved or reduced through admin-
istrative or legislative actions, GAO did

not explore the impact of these actions on
other aspects of the programs. (See p. 54.)

Coordination of various federally funded
transportation resources is desirable, pro-
viding there is appropriate cost-sharing
and cost and service accountability.
Therefore, some general recommendations are
made so that projects desiring to engage in
transportation coordination will be aware
of the circumstances in which coordination
is permissible and the procedures that must
be fcllowed to insure equitable cost sharing
and appropriate accountability.

iii



RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE CONGRESS AND TO
THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

One of the fuadamental hindrances to .cordinating
federally funded transportation resources
appears to be Lhe lack of a cliearly defined
congressional intent about the use of program
resources to benefit persons o2ther than des-
ignated program beneficiaries and the need

for and extent of reimbursement for any inter-
program use of resources. The Congress should
reduce this confusion by endorsing transporta-
tion coordin-stion among various Federal
programs and federally funded projects when
feasible, providing~-as previously stated--
there is appropriate cost-sharing and cost

and service accountability. (See p. 55.)

Consistent with the Congress' endorsement of
transportation coordination, GAO recommends
that the Director of the Jfifice of Manage-~
ment and Budget:

-~Issue regulations that provide clear guidance
to grantees concerning permissible sharing
of grantee transportation resources and
reimbursement procedures when a project
or program provides transportation for
beneficiaries of another grantee or
progranm.

--Provide guidance on allocating property
costs among federally funded projects
when such property acquired by one project
is also used by other projects.

--Direct heads of Federal deprartments and
agencies to assist the Office of Management
and Budget in developing administratively
workable regulations. (See p. 55.)

AGENCY COMMENTS

GAQO solicited comments from the 11 Federal
departments and agencies as well as from

the Office of Management and Budget a=zd the
Interstate Commerce Commission. (See p. 56.)

iv



The Office of Management ancé Budget did not
agrze with GAO's recommendacions because it
was not convinced that a transportation
coordination problem exists. (See p. 56.)
On the other hand, the Community Services
Administration criticized the report for not
showing a greater sense of urgency about the
coordination proolem. (See p. 58.)

The Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare beiieved that implementing GAOQ's
recommendations, particularly the one to the
Congress, would be premature until the re-
sults of the Department's Human Services
Transportation Demonstration Program are
available. The Department believed that the
most significant barrier to a working com-
mitment to transportation coordination is
lack of knowledge about the re3l benefits

to be derived from transportation coordina-
tion or consolidation. (See p. 57.)

ACTION endorsed the concept of trancsoortation
coordination amcng various federally funded
projects when feasible. (See p. 58.)

The Appalachian n2gional Commission said that
as a matter of policy, it has promoted
service ccnsolidation for its proiects,

(See p. 58.)

The Department of Transwortation concurred
with the recommendation to the Congress
but concluded that it would be helpful if
heads of Federal agencies; would also en-
dorse the concept. {See ». 58.)

Most of the other departments and agencies
were concerned with methodr of implementing
coordination or the need for more or im-
proved transportation rather than the

need fcr congressional endorsement of the
transportation coordination concept.

(See pp. 58 to €0.)

GAO's rtreport was not designed to test or
prove thne benefits of coordination or to



determine the best process to achieve co-
ordination. Neither the report nor its
recommendations are meant to be an en-
Gorsement of mandatory coordinaticn. The
report's general recommendations are intended
to insure that grantees desiring to share
transportation resources and services with
other grantees be aware of the circumstances
in wiricn transportation coordination is
permissible. (See r. 57.)

vi



Contents

DIGEST
CHAPTER

1 INTRODUCTION
Coordvination ~f Federal
transportation activities
Scope of review )

NTORY OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS PROVIDING
ANSPORTATION FOR PEOPLE

Cost of providing transportation
Nature of the v..jrams 1dentified
Primary Federal funding source

[y*]

INVE
TR

3 SUMMARY OF CASE STUDIES 4T 12 LOCATIONS

Appalachian Ohio Regional Transit
Association (AORTA}Y

Community Action Pr ram, Belknap-
Merrimack Counties, Inc. (BMC)

Chelan-Douglas Council on Aging (COA)

Delaware Authority for Specialized
Trarnsportation (DAST)

Fare Free Transportation System

Older Adults Transportation
Service, Inc. (OATS)

Prouress for People Human Resource
Ag>ncy (PFP)

Roanoke Agencies Dial-A-Ride System
(RADAR)

Senior Citizens Transportation, Inc.
(SCT)

Transportation Remuneration Incentive
Program {(TRIP)

Valley Transit District (VTD)

Washington County

4 COCRDINATION ISSUES
Hindrances to coocrdination
Successful coordination

State and Federal etfforts to coordinate

tr ~portation
Suggestions to eliminate hindrances

Page

o, b

~ O

14
15

15
lé

17
18
18
19
20
21
22
22
37

40
48



Page
CHAPTER

5 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 53

Couclusions 53
Recommendation to the Congress 55
Recommendations to the Director of

the Office of Management and

Budget 55
Agency comments and our

evaluation 56

APPENDIX

I Letter dated November 12, 1975, from
the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
of the Senate Committee on Public Works 61

I1 Inventory of Federal programs that provide
for transportation of people 63

III Congressional committees with an interest
in programs that provide transportation
for program beneficiaries 92

v Letter dated May 25, 1977, from the
Director, ACTION 107

v Letter dated June 8, 1977, from the
Federal Cochairman, Appalachian Regional
Commission 110

VI Letter dated June 9, 1977, from the
Director, Community Services
Administratiocon 115

VII Letter dated August 3, 1977, from the
Inspector General, Cepartment of Health,
Zducatiocn, and Welfare 121

VIII Letter dated May 31, 1977, from the
Assistant Secretary for Community
Planning and Develovnent, Department of
Housing and Urban Development 125

I, Letter dated May 20, 1977, frox the
Program Audit Manager, Office of Audit
and Investigations, lepartment of the
interior 127



APPENDIX

X

XI

XII

XIII

XIV

Xv

XVI

AORTA
ARC

BMC

CoA
CSA
DAST
DOL

DoT

Page

Letter dated May 24, 1977, from the
Assistant Attorney General for
Administration, Department of Justice 128

Letter dated May 27, 1977, from the
Assistant Secretary for Administration,
Department of Labor 129

Letter dated May 16, 1977, from the
Administrator, Small Business Admin-
istration 131

Letter dated July 1, 1977, from the
Assistant Secretary for Admiristration,
Department of Transportation 133

Letter dated June 21, 1977, from the Admin-~-
istrator of Veterans Affairs, Veterans
Administration 138

Letter dated May 3, 1977, from the
Chairman, Interstate Commerce
Commission 140

Letter dated June 9, 1977, from the
Deputy Director, Office of Management
and Budget 142
ABBREVIATIONS

Appalachian Ohio Regional Transit Association
Appalachian Regional Commission

Belknap-Merrimack Counties, Inc., Community
Action Program

Chelan-Douglas Council on Aging
Community Services Administration

Delaware Authority for Specialized Transportation

Department of Labor

Department of Transportation



FMC
FRC
GAO

HEW

Vila 2

SCT
TRI-MET
TRIP

va

VTD

CETA

Community
Action

Program or
CsA funds

Community
Development
Block Grants

Foster
Grand-
parents

Federal Management Circular

Federal Regional Council

General Accounting Office

Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
Department of Housing and Urban Desvelopment

Interstate Commerce Commission

Older adults Transportation Service, Inc.

MaliT LR L0 il e 2 il s

-
L

Office of Management and Budget
Progress for People Human Resource Agency
Roanoke Agencies Dial-A-Ride System
Senior Citizens Transportation, Inc.
Tri-County Metropolitan District of Oregon
Transportation Remuneration Incentive Program
Vaeterans Administration
Valley Transit District

GLOSSARY
Comprehensive Employment &nd Train.ug Programs
titles I, II, and VI of the Comprehensive
Employment and Training Act of 1973, as amended
(29 U.S.C. 801 et seqg.).
Community Action, Community Services Act of
1374 (formerly the Egqual Opportunity Act of
1965) title II, sections 212 and 221 (42 U.S.C.
2790 et seg.).
Community Development Block Grants/Entitlement
Grants, title I of the Hcusing and Community
Development Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 5301-5317).
Foster Grandparents, Domestic Volunteer Service

Act of 1973, title IT (42 U.S.C. 5001-5023
(Supp. V, 1975)).



Head Starc

Medicaid

RSVP

Section 3

Section 147

Section

16(b) (2)

Title III

Title VII

Title XX

Vocational
Rehabilita-~
tion

-t

Chilid Development--Head Start, title V of the
Community Services Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C. 2921

et seq.).

Medical A-sistance Program, title XIX of the
Social Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1396 et seq.).

Retired Senior Voluntecer Program, Domestic
Volunteer Service Act cof 1973, title II
(42 U.S.C. 5001-5023 (Supp. V, 1975)).

Capital Improvement Grants, section 3, Urban
Mass Transportation Act of 1964, as amended
(49 U.S.C. 1602).

Rural Highway Public Transportation Demon-
stration Program, Federal-Aid Highways Act of
1973, as amended, section 147 (23 U.S.C. 142).

Capital assistance to private, nonprofit organ-
izations, section 16(b)(2), Urban Mass
Transportation Act of 1964, as amended

(49 U.S.C. 1612).

State Agencies Activities and Area Planning
and Social Service programs, title III of the
Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended

{42 U.5.C. 3001 et seg.).

Nutrition Programs for the Elder:y, title VII
of the Older Americans Act of 1965 (42

U.s.C. 3045).

Social Services for Low-Income and Public
Assistance Recipients, title XX, part A of
the Social Security Act, as amended (42 U.S.C.
1397).

Rehabilitation Services and Facilities--Basic
Supnort Program, Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
as amended (29 U.S.C. 701).






CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Over the vears, the Congress has passed legislation
establishinrg many Federal programs that make funds available
for the transportation of people. Generally, such funds are
in the form of categorical grants given to State and local
governments or other nonprofit organizations.

Most programs providing transportation do so as a
support service to enable programs to deliver their primary
services effectively. These human services programs function
to help people achieve self-sufficiency. Their services include
health, education, employment training, vocational rehabilita-
tion, food and nutrition, and housing. These programs, such
as the Department of H2alth, Education, and Welfare's (HEW's)
Nutrition Program for the Elderly, Head Start, and Medicaid,
are available in urban and rural areas.

Other programs administered by the Department of
Transportation (DOT) provide transportation as their primery
objective and fund either transportation equipment or operating
expenses for that egquipment.

Some programs are gecgraphically restrictive. For example,
the Urban Mass Transportation Administration's Formula Grant
Program (section 5) is available only for urban areas. 1In
contrast, the Rural Highway Public Transpcrtation Demonstra-

tion Program (section 147) is available only for rural and
small urban areas.

During hearings in 1975, the then Senazte Committee on
Public Works became concerned about the lack of coordination
of transportation services heing offered in rural areas of the
United States. Several witnesses commented at the hearinas
that there was a need for greater ccordination among Federal
programs providing transportation services in rural are»s and
a surprisingly large number of programs providing such
service, and that there were Federal laws and regulations
that inhibited or precluded coordination of individual rural
transportation programs at the local level.

In November 1975 the Committee concluded that a de-
tailed review was warranted and requested us to:

-~Identify all Federal grant and assistance programs
that make Federal funds available for the transportation



of people in rurcl and small urban areas and
between these and urban areas.

~-Determine what restrictions, if any, there are on
the use of Federal funds under each identified program
and whether such restrictions are imposed explicitly
by the authorizing legislation or by administrative
interpretation of such legislation.

--Determine the extent to which the aforementioned
restrictions frustrate Federal, State, and local
efforts to provide coordinated transportation service.

~-Identify instances in which coordination has been
achieved and the circumstances which have made this
possible.

--Make recommendations for eliminating Federal
restrictions that hinder coordination of transportation
programs,

It became evident durina our review that with a few
exceptions, Federal programs discussed in this report do not
distinquish among rural are=as, small urban areas, and urban
areas in carrying out their programs. Therefore, the report
does not distinguish between programs that serve rural and
small urban areas and those that seivve urban areas. Instead it
discusses programs that provide transpertation in general.

COORDINATION CF FEDERAL TRANSPORTATION
ACTIVITIES

Federal programs other than those in DOT genrerally
provide transportation as a support service to the program's
primary goal. Each program's local projects typically pro-
vide transportation for their clients without considering the
transportation resources of other federally funded projects
in the area. This is illustrated by the following theoretical
example once given in similar form by an HEW official. The
Smith family--Granny Joyce, her daughter Mary, and her
granrddaughter Sarah~-live in the same household in rural Maine.
Each is eligible under different Federal programs for
transportation services. One medical center :rerves the
community. A Head Start center ig located two blocks from
the medical center. On any given day, a Head Start van picks
up Sarah and drives past the medical center on its way to the
Head Star*t center. Later in the morning a van serving elderly
citizens picks up Granny Jovce to take her to th2 medical
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center. A few minutes later a van providing transportation
to welfare recipients picks up Mary to take her to the same
medical center.

An alternative to this frarmented transportation approach
is for federally funded projects to coordinate their trans-
portation services within a specific area. We have defined
transportation coordination as the pooling o. sharing of
transportation resources by several different recipients of
Federal funds from more than one categorical program. In
this context, transportation resources refer to all trans-
portation facilities and expenditures that are eligible for
Federal funding, including personnel, vehicles, vehicle oper-
ating expenses, and administrative and maintenance facilities.

Coordination could be achieved through a formal or infor-
mal arrangement whereby federally funded transportation provi-
ders could jointly engage in a wide range of activities, such
as planning, sharing facilities and eguipment, disseminating
information, providing backup vehicles, and contracting for
service.

Although it seems logical tc assume that many benefits
could be derived from such cocordinated transportation
activities, we did not attempt tc¢ evaluate their efficiency
because such an effort was beyond the scope of this review.
However, a May 1976 House Select Committee on Aging report
entitled "Senior Transportation--Ticket to Dignity," stated
that the potential for more efficient services to the elderly
and handicapped through coordinated use of the same vehicles,
staffs, facilities, and budgets needs no substantiation.

"he report stated that it was uxiomaczic that centralized
dispatching, maintenance, and administration represent im-
portant potential savings in the use of resources.

The November 1976 report of the Institute of Public .
Administration 1/ entitled "Coordinating Transportaticn for
the Elderly and Handicapped," stated that through cooperative
efforts, cperating and fixed-cost savings can occur. Operating-
cost savings are associated with more efficient puyrchasing of
rarts and supplies, centralized maintenance, and more effective
use of capacity through more eifficient use ot labor, such as
dispatching and scheduling. Fixed-cost savings are associated
with eliminating duplicative facilities, equipment, and

1/The Institute of Public Administration is a privatc, non-
profit organization that performs studies and evaluations
for local, State, or Federal Government agencies.



management and administrative costs. This report also stated
that many project operators viewed expansion of passenger
capacity as a method to achieve coordination, while others
viewed it as a potential benefit of coordination.

SCOPE OF REVIEW

Our review encompassed four major activities:

--Identifying Federal programs that provide trans-
portation for program beneficiaries and hindrances
to coord.inating such transpcocrtation.

--Developing 12 case studi~s on transportation
projects to identify hindrances to coordination
and circumstances under which coordination was
achieved.

—-Reviewing various studies relating to transportation
of people, particularly transportation provided by
various human services programs and coordinating such
transportation.

--Discussing transportation coordination issues with
knowledgeable Federal, State, and local officials.

We did not attempt to measure any cost-benefit aspects of
transportation coordination or the process by which the Federal
Government might implement coordination.

We interviewed program officials knowledgeeble of each
of the 1,026 programs in the 1976 Catalog of Federal Domestic
Assistance 1/ issued by the Office of Management and Budget
{(OMB) in May 1976.

#We also interviewed officials responsible for a number
of programs not in the catalog or that were combined with
programs in the catalog. We surveyed applicable legislation,
regulations, and otl r documentation relating to programs
that provide transportation to program beneficiaries.

1/The catalog is a comprehensive listing and description of

" Federal programs and activities that provide assistance
or benefits to the American public. The May 1976 edition
includes 1,026 trograms administered by 54 different

Federal departments, independent agencies, commissions., and
councils.
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While developing the case studies, we interviewed (1)
local transportation project officials and reviewed project
records, (2) officials of other federally funded projects
in the area that provide transportation for clients, (3) local
community officials, regional plarning officials, and State
officials responsible for transportation plannineg, (4) State
officials responsible for administering Federal programs fund-
ing the local transportation projects, and (5) other local,
regional, State, and Federal officials to obtain information
regarding each transportation project.

We also reviewed a number of related studies sponsored
by HEW and DOT. These include four studies by the Institute
of Public Administration that deal with transportation for
the elderly and coordination of transportation, a George
Washington University studv that includes an inventory of
Federal programs providing transportation for pecple, a DOT
study on rural transportation, and an HEW Region IV study
that lists Federal programs providing transportation for

- people. These studies are discussed in more detail beginning

on page 46.

| U



CHAPTER 2

INVENTORY OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS PROVIDING

TRANSFORTATION FOR PEOPLE

We identified 114 programs that provide transportation
for people. (See app. II.) These programs are administered
by 11 Federal departments, independent agencies, and commis-
sions—--HEW, Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD),
Department of the Interior, Department of Justice, Department
of Labor (DOL), DOT, Apwalachian Regional Commission (ARC),
Community Services Administration (CSA), Small Business Ad-
ministration, Veterans Administration (VA), and ACTION. Sixty-
eight of the programs (57 percent) are administered by HEW,
and most of the transportation funds we could identify were
being spent by 10 programs in DOT.

We have excluded from this inventory most programs that
support only research and development activities; student lcan
programs; scholarships and fellowships; Department of Agri-
culture loan programs; staff training programs; and commissions
such as the Ozark Regional Commission, the New England Regional
Commission, and the 0ld West Regional Commission. Although
these programs theoretically could provide funds for trans-
portution, they were excluded because some of them, such as
the regional commissions and the agricultural locan programs,
never have proviced it and others would provide it only in
unique situations. They do not provide funds for ongoing
transportation services. We have also excluded programs such
as Social Security benefits because payments are made directly
to individuals without restrictions on use of these payments
by the beneficiary. In various instances the military services
provide transportation between residential areas and Govern~
ment installations for military staff and their dependents,
including school children. This transportation hes been ex~

cluded because it is limited to military personnel and their
dependents.,

Also, we have excluded compensation programs such as
Federal Employees Compensation and Longshoremen's and Harbor
Workers' Compensation. These programs provide travel
costs to beneficraries to go to reconsideration hearings and
proceedings before administrative law judges. Usually these
are one-time trips, and the potential to coordinate with other
federally funded projects is minimal.
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COST OF PROVIDING TRANSPORTATION

For fiscal year 1976 we were able to obtain transportation
expenditures, actual or estimated, for only 68 of the 114
programs we identified, including the 10 programs in DOT. In
fiscal year 1976 the DOT programs spent S1.9 billion for trans-
portation. The other 58 programs spent an estimated $308.1
million for program beneficiary transportation, which represents
1.7 percent of their total obligations. For these S8 programs
that could provide transportation cost estimates, separate
estimates for rural, small urban and urban areas were almost
nonexistent.

We believe that the $308.1 million underestimates the true
amount spent yearly on transportation even in the 58 programs
because not all transportation service costs are included in
estimates.

For example, under HEW's title XX program, which provides
social services to welfare recipients, not all States identify
transportation as a service in their social services plans;
therefore, some States report no expenditures on client
transportation to HEW. This does not mean that social services
agencies are not providiug transportation to clients. Often
case workers transport their clients, but HEW has no informa-
tion on the cost of this transportation. Therefore, the cost
data HEW gave us3 underestimates transportation costs of this
program.

We obtained estimated transportation costs for fiscal
yvear 1976 from prcgram officials, budget staffs, and con-
sultants. Some program officials, such as those at DOT, were
able to give us actual transportation expenditures. However,
most other program officials could provide only rough estimates
because neither Federal, State, nor local sponsors were always
required to account separately for transportation expenditures.
If they did collect such information, they were not required
to collect it uniformly. Furthermore, program officials for
46 programs were not able to develop even rough guesses of
how much was being spent on transportation. To obtain actual
costs, Federal agencies would have to require all grantees
to report transportation expenditures as a separate expense
item.

In most programs we identified, transportation was a
secondary or support service to help clients travel to the
primary services. For example, the Head Start program pro-
vides transvortation to Head Start centers where children are
given educational, nutritional, and health services. The



Retirad Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP) can transoort its
clients to volunteer sites. Because transportation was not
the programs' primary service, Federal agencies tended not
to ask local project sponsors to i1dentify transportation costs
as separate line items on budgets or expenditure reports.
These costs were considered part of the total program cost.
For some programs--Medicaid, Maternal anc¢ Child Health pro-
grams, vocational educational nirograms, the Retired Senior
Volunteer Program, and most Comprehensive Employment and
Training programs--agency officials could not even estimate
transportation costs. To obtailn this information, transpor-
tation costs would have to be developed at the lo:-al project
level,

In some instances we obtalned various estimates for the
sare program. For example, one HLW official estimated that
10 »nercent of title III funds for human services to older
Americans was being spent yearly on transportation services.
However, cost estimates for HEW's Administration on Aging
prepared bv the Institute of Public Admirnistration, which were
based on actual survevys of State administrations on aging,
showed that about 15 percent of title III project funds were
spent on transportation in fiscal year 1975, For fiscal year
1976, some HEW officials believed that 17 percent was a
reasonable estimate. However, fiscal year 1976 reports
indicate that 25 percent of the funds were used for transpor-
tation. HEW and the Institute of Public Administration esti-
mates for the title VIT Nutrition Program for the Elderly
varied from 4 to 6 percent. ©Not all States were able to pro-
vide transportation data.-

NATURE OF THE PROGRAMS IDENTIFIED

Programs we identified as providing transportation to
cliente are generally categorical grant programs. That is,
they are grants-in-aid directed at narrow objectives or spe-
cifically cefined needs. Categorical grants provide re-
sources for specific purposes as long as certain minimum
national standards contained in agency guidelines and regu-
"lations are followed. A few of the programs, such as HUD's
Community Development Block Grants and DOL's Comprehensive
Emplioyment and Training Programs, are block grants. They
c.e similar to categorical grants in that funds are awacded
for specific purposes on the basis of an application or plan

setting forth the intended use of funds. They differ, how-
ever, 1n that block ‘'grants have more broadly or f.:nctionally
defined nurposes than cateaorical grants. Block zrants place

grzater reliance on State and local initiative an’ adminis-
trative machinery.



Categorical and block grants are distrihbutec one of
two methods--formula or discretionary. Fo:-mula grant funds
are distributed among all eligible recipients on the basis of
a formula that is usually prescribed in the authorizing legis-
lation and that considers either population, numoers of low-
income residents, fiscal capacity of recipient governments,
or a combination of these. Usually, a State plan showing
compliance with certain legiclative reqguirements is all that
is needed to obtain formula grants, which are then often
passed on to local jurisdictions.

In contrast, discretionary grants require prspective
grantees to subnit specific project proposals to Federal
agencies which, in turn, review and select proposals with the
most merit. Discretionary grants are awarded to help solve
specific oroblems and are not distributed to recipients
according to any fixed proportions.

Both categorical and block grant programs provide
transportation to clients in a variety of ways:

--Reimbursement to clients for use of their private
automobiles or for taxicab fares. Some programs that
use this pr.ocedure are HEW's Vocational Rehabilitation
Program, CS..'s Senior Opportunities and Services
Program and Community Food and Nutrition Program,

VA's Veterans Outpatient Care and Veterans Nursing
Home Care; and ACTION's Retired Senior Volunteer,
Foster Grandparents, and Senior Companions Programs.

~-Transportation chi:ts or tokens are given to clients,
Some State Medicaid and title XX agencies use admin-
istrative funds to pay for bus tokens, HEW's
Maternal and Child Health projects, HEW's programs for
older Americans, such as the title III and title VII
programs, and ACTION programs are among those which
have given tokens to clients.

--Transvortation is ovurchased through contracts
between the sponcoring agencvy and another organiza-
tion. Many of the programs just mentioned use this
method.

--Transportation is provided directly by the project
through tne purchase and operation of vehicles.
Many programs administered by HEW's Public Heaith
Service, its Office of Educat:cn, ACTICN, and CSA
allow projects to develop their own transportation
systems.



~=-Program or project staff provide transportation.
Case workers may drive welfare clients to human
services. Staff such as outreach workers or job
counselors in "SA's community action programs,
DOL's Cumorehensive Employment and Training Act
programs, and HEW's family planning projects and
community health centers may drive their clients
to needed services.

--Transportation is provided by volunteers who may
get reimbursed for mileage. ACTION programs; HEW's
alcohol, drug abuse, and mental health programs;
Medicaid; and many human services programs use
volunteers,

PRIMARY FEDERAL FUNDING SOURCES

We identified the following programs as the ones fre-

quently vaying for transportation services in our case
studies.



Catalog of
Federal Domestic
Assistance number

13.600
13.624

13.633

13.635

13.714

13.771

14.218

17.232

20.500

49.002

72.001

72.002

Not
assigned

Not
assigned

a/Throughout this

Program title
Child Development--Head Start

Rehabilitation Services and
Facilities—--Basic Support

State Agencies' Activities and
Area Planning and Social
Service programs

Nutrition Program for the Elderly

Medical Assistance Progranm

Social Services for Low-Income and

Public Assistance Recipients

Community Development Block Grants/

Entitlement Grants

Comprehensive Employment and
Training Programs

Urban Mass Transportation Capital
Improvement Grants

Community Action

Foster Grandparents Program

Retired Senior Volunteer Program

Rural “ighway Public Transportation

Demonstration Program

Capital Assistance to Private Non-

profit Organizations
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Common name (note a)
Head Start

Vocational
Rehabilitation

Title III

Title VII

Medicaid or
Title XIX

Title XX
Community
Development

Block Grants

CETA

Section 3

Community
Action Program
or CSA funds

Foster Grand-
parents Program

RSVP

Section 147

Section
l6(b)(2)

report we refer to these programs by their common names.




We found that Federal programs most frequently funding
local transportation projects or whose locally funded projects
were coordinating transportation in some manner were usually
those that had transportation as their goal or that funded
transportation as a vital support service.

For example, the purpose of the section 3 program is to
acquire, construct, or improve mass transit facilities; the
purcose of the section 16(b)(2) program is to provide trans-
por :ation eqguiprent for elderly and handicapped people.

Federal programs such as Head Start and title III, which view
transportation as a vital support service, fund local projects
that often have their own vehicles and take groups of clients
to the same places on a fairly regular basis. Hours of vehicle
use and routes are well established. For example, a Head Start
project may use its vehicles for 2 or 3 hours a day, 4 days a
week. The vehicles may not be in use at other times. Other
projects may then use the vehicles during idle hours cr have
their clients ride at the same time Head Start clients are on
board. The potential for coordination is evident.

Federal programs that show less potential for coordinating
transportation cseem to be those that do not fund transportation
projects per se; they do not establish and pay for the admin-
istration, operation, and capital costs of vehicles. Rather
than provide transportation directly, they reimburse clients
for use of their own automobiles or for taxicab fares or use
project staff to transport clients. Transportation is pro-
vided on an individual, unscheduled basis, often to destina~-
tions that vary from trio to trip.

For example, the Erployment Service Program will pro-
vide transportation to job interviews. Since these inter-
views are set up indivicdually, coordination with other human
service transportation does not seem to be feasible. A
number of VA orograms, such as Ccmmunity Nursing Home Care,
Veterans Domicilary Care, and Veterans Outpatient Care,
also provide transportation to clients on an individual,
as needed basis, often b+ reimbursement. Coordination with
other human service transportation providers is unlikely.

Some programs provide unigue transportation that would
make coordination with c*her Federal transportation pro-
viders unlikely. The Runaway Youth Program may provide
transportation to send vouths back heme., This may include
paving for plane or bus fare. The Emeraency Medical Service
and Childhnod Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Control Programs
provide emergency transcartation service to hospitals,
doctors' c.fices, or clinics.

12



Many Federal program officials indicated that coordinat .ng
transportation provided by their respective programs' projects
was not feasible because cf the unigueness of the service.
Thus, while we identified 114 Federal programs that provide
transportation to clients, we do not believe that they all
have the potential to coordinate or consolidate this service.

13
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CHAPTER 3

SUMMARY O CASE STUDIES AT 12 LOCATIONS

We developed transportation case studies at 12 locations
in an attempt to identify instances in which coordination has
beer achieved, the circumstances which macde it possible, and
any hindrances to it., We considered proiects to be coordinated
if they pooled or shared transportation resources with other
recipients of Federal funds for transportation. Transportation
tesources refer to funds used for trancportation, dispatching
service, project staff, maintenanc¢e garages, and vehicles.

Little coordination existed in several of our case study
locations. We looked at places such as Washington County,
Jregon; Wenatchee, Washington; and central New Hampshire to
find out why coordination has not occur-ed and to determine if
hindrances to coordination differ from those in ¢oyordinated
systems. We included the Transportation Remuneration Incentive
Frogram in West Virginia because of its unigque approach to
meeting transportation needs of the general public and elderly
and handicapped persons. In selecting the 12 transportation
case studies, we considered

--geographic location in order to includc & number of
different States and standard Federal regions;

--population density of service area, rural versus
urban;

~--type of project, that is, human services agencies that
transport clients or organizations that are exclusively
transportation providers;

~-gscope of operations, including size of service area,
extent of funding, and ridership;

--gources of direct and indirect Federal funding;
--nature of service provided, that is, demand-
responsive, fixed-route, flexible-fixed-route,

contract, ur charter.

The following is a summary of each case study. Details
on each case are proviged in Volume II.

14



APPALACHIAN OHIQO REGIONAL TRANSIT
ASSOCIATICN (AORTA)

AORTA 1is a oublic transportation provider operating in
southeastern Ohio. The population of AORTA's planned service
area is 193,000. AORTA has 10 vehicles which are used to
provide fixed-route, flexible-fixed-route, contract, demand-
responsive, and charter service. However, most of its service
is on a fixed-route basis. Estimated ridership in calendar
year 1976, based on actual ridership during January through
June 1976, was 164,400. During 1975 and 1976 AORTA received
Federal funding through the Appalachian Regional Commission,
section 156(b}(2), section 147, title VII, revenue sharing,
CETA, and ACTION's Mini-Grant Program,

AORTA evolved from transportation services provided to
the rural elderly and disadvantaged by the Tri-County
Community Action Agency. The agency formed AORTA to admin-
ister transportation services because it believed that a broad-
based public transportation system could maintain trans-
portation service better than a federally dependent system
and a public bus system would avoid the stigma of a "poor
people's bus system.” AORTA provides transportation to tlre
general public as well as contract service to clients of a
senior nutrition program and a county welfare program.

There is little coordination between AORTA and other social
service programs providing transportation because of

ACORTA's image as a fixed-route system serving the general
public and some social service program officials

think its contract rates are too kigh. AORTA began a 3-year
exXpansion program in 1976. Among other things, AORTA plans
to (1) extend its present one-county, demand-responsive
service into a seven-county area and (2) solicit social
service agencies for contract service agreements.

CCMMUNITY ACTION PROGRAM BELKNAP-¥ERRIMACK
CCUNTIES, INC. (B"C)

BMC is the primary antipoverty agency and social service
provider for 2 of New Haroshire's 10 counties., These two
central New Hampshire counties--Belknap and Merrimack-~had
a 1970 pooulation of 113,292, BMC provides transpcrtation
for its Fead Start, title XX, title III, vocational rehabili-
tation, ard community action activities. It had 16 vehicles
ard an esz-imated ridershio of 48,500 in calendar year 1976.
BYC provides firxed-route, flexible-fixed-route, and demard-
rasponsive transcortationrn services. During 1975 and 1976 BMC
rzceived Tederal funds through CS2, Head Start, section

>)



16(b)(2), title XX, title III, Community Development Block
Grent, and Vocational Rehabilitation Programs.

BMC is a social service agency that provides transporta-
tion to its clients primarily as a means of carrying out its
own missions. It has not developed a fully coordinaced or in-
tegrated transportation system. Although BMC applied for a
section 147 grant in March 1976 to further the coordination
and consolidation of federally assisted transportation in the
two counties, the application was not approved. Therefore,
BMC's coordination with other agencies was limited to a
contract to provide transportation for a day care center,.

CHELAN-DOUGLAS COUNCIL ON AGING (COAa)

COA provides several services, including transportation,
for the elderly in the Wenatchee, Washington, area. This area
- had a population of about 26,000. COA has five vehicles provi-
ding service to the elderly in the area on a demand-responsive
and flexible-fixed-route basis. 1Its ridership in calendar
year 1976 was 26,398, COA received Federal funds for 1975
and 1976 through title III, title VII, section 16(b)(2),

CETA, and RSVP.

COA does not operate a coordinated transportation system;
it does not coordinate its services with other Federal pro-
grams providing client transportation. FPFurthermore, CCA offi-
cials believe that their clients would not benefit from trans=-
portation coordination.

DELAWARE AUTHORITY FOR SPECIALIZED
TRANSPORTATION (DAST)

DAST is a statewide transportation authority created by
Delaware to meet basic transportation needs of the elderly,
handicapped, and poor. The State's total population was
574,692. DAST uses its 38 vehicles to prov:ide demand-respon-
sive service. Its estimated ridersh:io during calendar year
1976 was 167,000. DAST received Federal funds during 1975
and 1976 through revenue sharing, the Community Action Program,
title IIT, title VII, title XX, section 3, Medicaid, and the
Vocatinonal Rehabilitation and VA Outpatient Care Programs.

DAST evolved from a nonprofit corporat:ion created by
several human services agencies to orovide specialized trans-
portation service., The nonprofit corooration had a problem
of financial insecurity, and various agjency officials conclu-
ded that a public authority would be more desirable than a

16
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private agency. Although DAST is providing transportation to
35 social service agcncies on a reimbursable basis, it re-
ceives State funds to assure continuity of coperations.

FARE FREE TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM

The Fare Free Transportation System is the main social
service transportation provider in Ca»e May County, New
Jersey. It provides service to the elderly, poor, and handi-
capped throughout the county, which has a population of
64,295, The Fare Free System uses 10 vehicles to provide
demand-responsive and fixed-route service. 1Its estimated
calendar year 1976 ridership was 84,000. The Fare Free System
received Federal funds in 1975 and 1976 through title III,
title XX, and the Vocational Rehabilitation Program.

Fare Free is a coordinated transportation system. It
grew out of the creation of a traffic department within the
county government. Fare Free provides transportation service
to clderly clients of the Area Agency on Aging and to clients
of the State Division of Vocational Rehabilitation. Fare Free
als: ha: a purchase-of-service contract with the State for
.itle Xh clients. 1In addition, Fare Free fosters cooperation
by suprlementirg the transportation services of other human
services adgencies.

OLDER ADULTS TRANSPORTATION SERVICE, INC.
{OATS)

OATS is nearly a statewide transportation system for the
elderly and handicappred in Missouri. Although OATS is consid-
ered a statewide system, as of August 1976 it operated in
only 90 of Missouri's 114 counties. These 90 counties had a
popnlaticn of 3,098,312,

As c¢f August 1976 OATS had 73 vehicles that it used to
provide demand-responsive and flexible-fixed-route service.
Its escimated ridership expressed in one-wvay trips for
calendar year 1976 was 507,665. OATS' Federal funding sources
during 1975 and 1976 were title III, title XX, the Regional
Medical Program 1/, and section 16(b)(2).

OATS is a coordinated transportation system. The OATS
program started with support from the Missouri Office of

1/A Public Health Service program whose authorization expired
June 30, 1974. Project funds, however, were available
during 1975 and 1976.

17



Aging to develop a consclidated transportation program acioss
the State. It is now providing transportation services to
several different recipients of Federal funds. Also,

other agencies are providing office space for OATS, taking
phone calls, and identifying potential QATS members.

OATS also engages in other coordination activities, such
as contracting with a taxi company and arranging for a Retired
Senior Volunteer Program to supplemenct its services. However,
OATS' charter, which is limited to serving only the elderly
and handicapped, has precluded OATS from considering coordi-
nation with systems serving other client groups.

PROGRESS FOR PECPLE HUMAN RESQURCE AGENCY (PFP)

PFP provides several social services in the Southeast
Tennessee Development District, one of nine such districts in
the State. The district has a population of 420,417. PFP
provides transportation to social service clients as well as
the general public. However, persons of age 50 and older,
the poor, <.d the handicapped are given preferential treatment
for transportation. PFP operates 27 vehicles and provides
fixed-route and demand-responsive service. Ridership
(expressed in the number of destinations Zor each passenger)
for calendar year 1976 was 87,658. PFP's Federal funding
sources for 1975 and 19,6 were title III, CSA, the Regional
Medical programs, section 147, and CETA,.

PFP is a coordinated transportation system because it
not only serves its social service clients and the general
public but also provides contract service to two county
boards of education, a Vocational Rehabilitation Program,
and a Child Development Program. Also, PFP and a county health
department provide each other with reciprocal transportation
services. In addition, there are some social service agencies
in the area that do not have money to provide transportation
for their clients. These agencies sometimes ask PFP to pick
up a client who is having difficulty getting transportation.
Generally, PFP will transport these individuals.

ROANOKE AGENCIES DIAL-A-RIDE SYSTEM (RADAR)

RADAR provides transportation services to human services
agency clients, primarily elderly, handicapped, and poor
persons. It operates in the southwest Virginia counties of
Roanoke, Cralg, Botetourt, and Allegheny, which have a total
poptlation of 241,433, RADAR has 13 vehicles that are
used to provide flexible-fixed-route service. Estimated
ridership in calendar year 1976 was 106,000. RADAR received
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Federal funds during 1975 and 1976 through the Foster
Grandparents Program, RSVP, title VTI, title XX, and CETA.

RADAR is a coordinated transportation system that was
developed through a cooperative effort of local government and
human services agencies with State legislation serving as the
catalyst. The State legislation established a pilot program
aimed at promoting coordination among social service agencies
for aspects common to each agency. Roanoke area human services
agencies in turn selected transportation as the common aspect
that would demonstrate coordination of their programs. RADAR
was created by consolidating transportation resources of two
of three major human service transportation providers in the
area. The third major human service provider originally took
a wait—-and-see attitude, but an agreement was reached whereby
this agency's vehicles and drivers were to be transferred to
RADAR in the fall of 1976.

SENIOR CITIZENS TRANSPORTATION, INC. (SCT)

SCT provides transportation services to senior and
handicapped citizens throughout Rhode Island, which has &
population of almost 1 million. It had 56 vehicles arnd pro-
vided an estimated 340,774 rides in calcndar year 1976.

SCT provides demand-responsive, fixed-route, and flexible-
fixed-route service. In 1975 and 1976 SCT's Federal funding
sources were section 16(b)(2), title IIT, and Model Projects
on Aging. Agencies tha%" purchased transportation service
from SCT received Federal funds from title XX, Community
Developmenc Block Grants, ACTION's Senior Companion Program,
revenue sharing, and the Vocational Rehabilitation Program.

SCT is a coordinated trarsportation system mainly because
of the determination of the State Division on Aging to
coordinate its clients' transportation needs. After a study
recommended that all transportation operations should be
centralized and handled directly by SCT, the division told
community action agencies that had been providing service to
the elderly that it would no longer give them funds to operate
the vehicles.

SCT has met in joint planning sessions with the Rhode
Island Public Transit Authority to establish eventual feeder
service to intercity transit routes for senior and possibly
handicapped passengers. However, coordination with agencies
serving clients other than the elderly and handicaoped is
limited pecause SCT transports only elderly and handicapped
people.
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TRANSPORTATION REMUNERATION INCENTIVE PROGRAM (TRIP)

TRIP, established to improve transportation services for
the elderly and handicapred, is a statewide demonstration
project in West Virginia. It uses discounted transportation
tickets to subsidize transportation costs for low-income
elderly and handicapped persons in West Virginia, which has
a population of between 1.7 million and 1.8 million. It is
also trying to establish a statewide public transportation
netwcrk. As of November 1976 this transportation network
had 38 vehicles providing fixed-route service in 3 of West
Virginia's 10 transportation regions.

TRIP's Federal funding sources during 1975 and 1976 were
Csa funds, various Urban Mass Transportation Administration
funds, section 147, and title III.

TRIP 1s not a coordinated transportation system as it
dnes not pocl or share the transportation resources of other
federally funded recipients. Moreover, it plans to provide
regularly scheduled public transportation with fixed routes
separate frum those already provided by the social service
organizations,

VALLEY TRANSIT DISTRICT (VTD)

VTD is a public transportation provider in Connecticut's
Lower Naugatuck Valley. The Valley, consisting of four
municipalities, had a 1975 population of 75,100. VTD used its
17 vehicles tec provide fixed-route, demand-responsive, con-
tract, and charter service. Calendar vyear 1976's estimated
ridership, based on January through May, was 139,584. VTD's
direct and indirect Federal funding sources for 1971 through
1976 were title III; title VII; title XX; the Vocational Reha-
bilitation Program; CETA; and the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration's section 3, demonstration, and Formula Grant
Programs.

VTD is a coordinated transportation system providing
services to 20 social service agencies. The Lower Naugatuck
Valley Commanityvy Council--created in 1969 to plan, coordinate,
and establish programs in human services agencies' activities--
is partly responsible for VTD's development. The council
identified transportation as a major problem and, with the
assistance of regional planning and State officials, sponsored
legislation that led to the establishment of VvTD.
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VTD leases other vehicles when demand creates the need
or when VID's own vehicles are inoperable., It also subcon-
tracts jobs to other transgortation croviders when it
canniot meet the needs of valley residents. For example, VTD
may subcontract with a scnool bus operator to transport a
groun of senior citizens.

WASFINGTON COUNTY

We studied four projects in Washington County, Oregon,
which have received Federal funds for transportation. The
larcest of the four projects in this county, which has a
population cf aboat 190,000, is the Tri-County Metropolitan
Transportation bistrict of Oregon (Tri-Met). Tri-Met, a
pubiic transit system, operates in the city of Portland and
two other Orsgon counties besides Washington County. Tri-Met
operates nine routes in Wasanington County on a fixed-route
basis. Its estimated Washington County ridership for calen-
dar year 1976 was 5,067,648, and its Federal funding source
during 1975 and 1976 was the Urban Mass Transportation Admin-
istration.

The three other Washington County Transportation proj-
ects are the Forest Grove Senior Center, the Community Senior
Center of Hillsboro, and Special Mobility Services, Inc.
These projects provide demand-responsive service tc the
elderly and to a lesser extent the handicapped. They have
fleets ranging from two to five vehicles. The cumulative
estimated ridership for the three projects in calendar year
1976 was about 65,000 riders. The projects received Federal
funés during 1975 and 1976 from title III, title VII, reve-
nue sharing, CETA, and section 16(b}(2).

Washinatcn County has no coordinated transportation
system; howewver, attempts are being made to coordinate some
transportation services. For instance, Tri-Met was explor-
ing various methods for coardinating the furnding and opera-
tion of special transportation services,



CHAPTER 4

COORDINATION ISSUES

We did not find any express statutory or regulatory
provisions specifically prohibiting the coordination of trans-
portation services among Federal programs. Some local level
coordination is taking place. Our case studies showed that
these programs jointly fund transoortation projects or fund
separate projects that work out their own cooperative arrange-
ments.

However, hindrances to coordination exist. The cate-
gorical approach to Federal assistance, a lack of knowledge
of existing community transportation services, confusion about
the legality of sharing resources and serving diverse client
groups, and a general lack of concern about coordinating
transportation r2sources, have all hindered coordination. At
the Federal level, some agencies and offices have taken inter-
est in this issue, specifically the Office of Human Develop-
ment in HEW and DOT. However, no concerted effort has been
made at any level of government to provide tne leadership
necessary to eliminate hindrances to coordinated transporta-
tion where it is feasible and desirable.

HINDRANCES TO COORDINATION

We identified only one Federal program--Retired Senior
Volunteer Program (RSVP)--that has a policy that limits its
coordination potential. Several other Federal programs with
policies that limited coordination have chanced them.

According to officials of ACTION (the Federal agency
responsible for RSVP), before May 1975 national RSVP policy
stated that its vehicles could be used only Zor RSVP.

Since that time RSVP policy has allowed otnaer Federal programs
for older Americans and other ACTION programs in the community
to use RSVF vehicles unader cost-snaring arrengements. Accord-
ing to ACTION heacdquartercs officials, progra—s that are not

for older Americans or are not ACTION progrars cannot use the
vehicles. However, one of the transportation projects we con-
tacted told us that ACTION's Office of General Counsel gave

it permission to use RSVP vehicles to transcort Head Start
children.

Two HEW regicnal ocffices had policies restricting the
use of Head Start vehicles. In August 1974 “ZW's Region 1V
office 1zsaed an instruction that vehicles z.rchased with
Head Star=- grant funds could be used only for Head Start
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purposes. In September 1975 this policy was modified so that,
with the approval of the regional office, the vehicles can be
used by others if the user is assessed a mileage rate to cover
full operating costs. Also, in June 1974 HEW's Region X
office issued a policy denying the use of Head Start vehicles
for any purpose except Head Start but rescinded it in October
1975. This regional office does not require prior approval

of coordination but does require that a daily mileage rate
must be charged to cover all operating costs.

During fiscal year 1975, the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration saia that section 16{(b)(2) projects could use
their vehicles only for the elderly and handicapped; however,
this policy changed for 1976. The new procedures stated that
the vehicles "may be used by other social service institutions
or the general puklic if such use is incidental to the primary
use of the vehicles by elderly and handicapped persons."

Although we found no other Federal statutes, regulations,
or policies that specifically prohibited coordinaticn,
hindrances do exist. They fall under several different
categories: (1) the nature of Federal assistance, (2) un-
certainty of authority to coordinate, (3) administrative
problems, (4) funding problems, (5) incompatibilitv of client
needs and client characteristics, (6) concern that coordina-
tion is not beneficial, (7) State transportaticn regqulations,
and (8) lack of a concerted Federal effort to cocrdinate.

Nature of Federal assistance programs

There are inherent coordination problems with the cate-
gorical approach to Federal assistance. Coordination among
programs is difficult because of the sheer number of assis-
tance programs administered by various Federal agencies.
Categorical programs are generally developed to serve specific
target groups, such as the elderly, poor, or handicapped,
rather than to serve some functional purpose.

Pr. yrams with similar nurposes or functions have frag-
mented Jdministration at Federal, State, and local levels,
Furthermore, programs witl. similar target groups are often
administered in fragmented fashion. For exarple, RSVP and the
Foster Grandparents Programs serve similar clients ana pur-
poses. To be eligible for the Foster Grandparents Progjram a
person must be at least 60 yvears old and mect poverty Juide-
lines. To be eliaible for RSVP a person mJst be at least 60
and retired. Persors eligible for these proqgrams ray also be
eligible for title III and title VII services.

23



e

If the elderly are at the poverty level, they may also

be eligible for the Community Food and Nutrition Program
funded by the Community Services Administration and the ti-
tle XX program, which may provide meals.

Although these six programs all serve the elderly, they
are administered by four different Federal agencies and can
be administered bv different organizations at either the
State or local level. This means that a project director
wanting to coordinate these programs has to be concerned with
six different sets of regulations, guidelines, policies,
fiscal accountability and reporting requirements,
and Federal officials. Because title III, VII, and XX pro-
grams are formula grant programs administered by State agen-
cies, each State may impose additional policies and guide-
lines.

Furthermore, eligibility reguirements in most categorical
programs, such as age, income, and physical and mental
incapacity, are perceived by proygyram personnel to be barriers
to coordination. Almost all Federal programs we identified
as providing transportation serve specific target groups.

Some local project statff believe that no one but the specific
target group should ride that project's vehicles.

Uncertainty of authority to coordinate

It is not clear under what circumstances and to what
extent the Congress has endorsed the concept of a grantee
of any Federal program furnishing transportation to meet the
needs of versons cther than those designated as program
beneficiaries. Although some Federal laws provide for co-
ordination, the language is general and vague. With the
exception of the Clder Americans Act of 1965, as amended,
the laws that mention coordination do not specifically
mention transportation coordination.

Two acts--the Developmental Disabilities Services and
Facilities Construction Act (42 U.S.C. 6001 et seq.), as
amended, and the Older Americans Act of 1965, as amended--
mention other prozorams with which to coordinate, but it is
not clear whether coordination is to ce restricted to those
programs specifically mentioned. Furthermore, these laws do
not mention cest snaring. The Older Americans Act of 1965,
as amended, the Developmental Disabilities Services and Faci-
lities Constructicn Act, as amended, the Rehabil:itation Act
of 1473, as s—enced, and title XX of the Social Security Act,
a5 avended, all contain some provisions calling for some type



of intergovernmental or interagency cooperation. Svecifically,
the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as amended, requires that State
plans for vocational rehabilitation services provide for
entering into cooperative ar.angements with and using the
services of other social service programs. The Older

Americans Act of 1965, as amended, states that Federal agencies
funding programs with similar purposes to aging programs should
cooperate with HEW's Administration on Aging, Further, the

act states that funds appropriated under titles III and VII

can be pooled with funds made available rfor transportation
services under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and titles VI,
XIX, and XX of the Social Security Act.

The Develoomental Disabilities Services and Facilities
Construction Act, as amended, states that State plans must
provide for the maximum use of all available community re-
scurces. The act mentions nine Federal programs that must be
taken into account when State plans describe services for the
developmentally disabled. Title XX of the Social Security
Act, as amended, states that State services programs must
include a description of how the provision of title XX
services will be coordinated with other human services plans,
such as Medicaid and Child Welfare services.

Government~wide regulations are also vague. On July
30, 1976, OMB issued Circular No. A-110 to establish uniform
administrative requirements for grants and other agreements
with institutions of higher education, hospitals, and other
nonprofit crganizations. The circular, effective January 1,
1977, established property management standards including
the following reguirement:

"Shared use - During the time that nonexempt, non-
expendable personal property is held for use on

the project or program for which 1t was acquired,
the recipient shall make it available for use on
other orojects or programs if such other use will
not interfere with the work on the project or
program for which the property was originally
acquired. First preference for such other use

shall be given to other projects or programs
sponsored bv the Federal agency that financed the
property; second preference shall be given to projects
or programs sponsored by other Federal agencies. If
the oroperty 1s owned by the Federal Government, use
on other activities not sponsored by the Federal
Government shall be permissible if authorized by the
Federal agency. User charges should be considered
if apvoropriate.”
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Although the above language micht be interpreted other-
wise, an OMB official advised us that OMB's intent was to
require a grantee to share such property among programs or
activities that 1t sponsors. The official told us that OMB
did ot intend to require sharing between diiferent grantees
and that he was not aware of any Government-wide regulation
regarding sharing property among grantees.

Under the circular, the requirement to share appears to
be mandatorv--not permissive. However, sharing is required
only " * * * if such other use will not interfere with the
work on the project or program for which the property was ori-
ginally acquired.” The circular does not provide any guidance
as to what constitutes interference or who is to determine
that shared use would interfere with the werk on the grant for
which the property was acguired.

A similar circular, Federal Management Circular (FMC)
74-7, provides for uniform administrative requirements for
grants-in—-aid to State and local governments. In November
1976 OMB provosed revising FMC 74-7 to contain language on
sharing similar to that in Circular AaA-110.

It aopears to us that neither the Congress nor OMB have
orovided sufficient guidance to Federal grantor agencies and
grantees regarding the appropriateness of sharing equipment
among Fecderal grantees.

In commenting on the revort, OB said that we have given
two different viewpoints about their regulations which they
find difficult to reconcile.

OMB pointed out that we had raised questions regarding
the provosed revision to FMC 74-7., The revision contained pro-
visions which, according to the OMB comments, were to encourage
grantees to share equipment on all Federal projects. OMB
believed that our guestions, raised in a Februarv 1977 letter
to the agency, were inconsistent with conclusions 1in this
report that OMB has not yet wrovided sufficient guidance to
Federal agencies and grantees regarding sharing equipment.

We vointed out in the February letter that while we did
not disagree with the concept of getting maximum practicable
use of eacn unit of nonexpendable provertv throuch sharing,
we Jid question whether congressionzl inte.t had ween estab-
lished. We suggested that O3 discuss the shared-use concept
with the appropriate conaressional committees and seek legis-
lation specificallv authorizing it. We concluaed that assuming
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the Congress accepted the shared-use concept, there were some
problems with the regulation, such as:

~~Shared use is directed if it "will not interfere with
the work on the project or program for which the pro-
perty was originally required." Who decides what is
interference? If it is the manager of the project
that acquired the property, does the other manager have
the right of appeal? To whom?

-~The shared-use paragraph is vague about the extent of
sharing. We pointed out that it could be interpreted
to mean direct sharing among all programs in neecd of a
particular piece of property. However, OMB officials
advised us that the intent was to limit sharing io
programs administered by a single grantee. We ron-
trasted this limited intent with the Older Americans
Act sharing provisions which clearly applied to multi-
ple grantees, (See pp. 24 and 25.)

--We also stated that there may be costs associated
with use of the property, including operating, main-
tenance, and perhaps indirect costs. The regulation
does not mention cost sharing, and unless costs are
shared properly, one program may be augmented at the
exrense of another.

In summary, because OMB's sharing reguirement is (1) un-
clear regarding who determines whether sharing will interfere
with the objectives of the program that owns the property and
(2) vague about the extent of sharing and silent about cos’.
sharing, we must conclude that OMB has not provided sufficient
guidance on the subject. In addition, the question of whether
congressional intent has been established remains unresolved.

Nevertheless, some program regulations attempt to deal
with the cocrdination issue. For example, regulations on
transportation for elderly and handicapped nersons issued
jointly by DOT's Urban Mass Transportation Administration and
Federal Highway Administration provide for a minimal degree
of coordination of the urban transcortation planning process
with nonmass transit providers of transportation. 3Specifically
the regulations state that

"Governmental health and welfare agencies and pri-
vate nonprofit organizations soend substantial sums
each vear to provide or purchase transportation for
their clients, and these rescources as well as any
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reduced fare local taxi service should be considered
for inclusion in a local coordinated plan.”

Some program guidelines encourage or require coordina-
tion. For example, the general program provisions issued by
HEW for its Special Services for Disadvantaged Students Pro-
gram encourage coordination whenever feasible. Guidelines
for the section 16{(b)(2) program require that the responsible
State agency develop State-level agreements and procedures
to assure adequate coordination with social service agencies
and other organizations providing community transportation
and that, to the extent feasible, applicants for section
16(b)(2) funds coordinate the planning and operation of spe-
cial services for elderly and handicapped versons with
interested agencies.

However, neither these quidelines, the joint planning
regulations, nor the laws mentioned above describe how this
coordination should be done. These declarations encourage
coordination but do not provide a mechanism for implementing
it. The lack of guidance from the Congress and OMB contri-
butes to the apparent lack of Federal guidance in transpor-
tation coordination and appears to be a basic cause of the
concern and confusion on the part of grantor agencies and
grantees about whether grantees may use vehicles acquired by
one program to meet the transportation needs of other pro-
grams.

Administrative oroblems

Even if the Congress were to suwport the use of vehicles
acquired by one program to meet the transportation needs of
another program, there remains the gquestion of reimbursement.
This question relates to the general principle that grant
funds be used only for the opurpose for which the grant was
made. This principle in turn can affect one Federal grantee's
ability to subsidize the transportation needs of another grant
program. The Federal grant statutes and regulations we re-
viewed, however, offer little help 1in clarifying for grantees
whether reimbursement by the purchasing crantee should equal
the transportation costs (including depreciation) incurred
by the selling or servicing grantee. Similarly, 1t is not
clear whether one grantee mav make a profit by selling trans-
portation services to another grantee. In our opinion, these
guestions, toaether with the general orinciple discussed above,
should be central considerations in the formulation of anv
comprehensive legislative endorsement of transportation sha-
ring among Federal grant programs.
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We identified only one example of human services legisla-
tion that specifically addresses the question of reimbursement.
Title V of the Community Services Act of 1974 amended the Head
Start and Follow Through legislation and directed the Secretary
of HEW to establish policies and orocedures to insure that in-
direct costs attributable to the common or joint use of facili-
ties and services by Head Start and Follow Through programs
and other programs be fairly allocated among the various pro-
grams that use such services. HEW interpreted this to mean
that projects should share costs (without distinguishing
between direct and indirect costs). A Head Start official
told us that under HEW's regulations to implement this require-
ment, projects that use Head Start-owned vehicles must pay
a fair share for gasoline, repairs, drivers' salaries, and
depreciation.

The Head Start official was not able to reconcile HEW's
requirement for purchasing agencies to pay their fair share
for the use of vehicles with regulations prohibiting the 1in-
clusion of depreciation as a pbroject expense., FMC 74-4 bre-
scribes cost principles applicable to grants and contracts
to State and local governments, and HEW cost-principle requ-
lations apply to nonprofit organizatiors., Both prohibit, as
an eligible project expense, the cost or any portion of the
cost of buildings and ecuipment donated or paid for directly
or indirectly by the Federal Government.

However, an official in HEW's Division of Grants Policies
and Requlations Development believed that the prohibition does
not apply when one Federal program grantee purchases services
from the grantee of another Federal program and the payments
from the purchasing program are treated zand 2ccounted for as
income to the grant project of the providing or ‘anization.

The official believed that, in effect, the two programs
were sharing the cost of the eguipment.

FMC 74-4 also provides for identifying the total cost
of services and allocating the cost to users. 1If the pro-
vider program charges the user program less than the total
cost of the service, the provider program is subsidizing the
user program's transportation activities. On the other hand,
if the provider program charges the user program more than 1ts
total cost, the provider program may be making a profit at the
user program's expense. 1/ Finally, if the provider program

1/Neither FMC 74-4 nor HEW's cost principles provide guidance
for profit or other increment above cost.
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avoids both the subsidy and profit situations by charging the
user program the total cost, including depreciation on feder-
allv funded equirrant, the provider's action could be incon-
sistent with governing grant-cost principles.

To determine the actual costs of providing transvortation,
the provider would need an accounting system to identify all
costs incurred in providing such transportation. The provider
must also be able to allocate such costs to various users on a
passenger~mile or passenger-trip basis or whatever method 1is
required by the Federal funding agency. This becomes
more complicated when clients of several programs are trans-
ported on the same vehicle at the same time and further compli-
cated when clients are eligible for transportation service by
several different programs (for example, title III and RSVP)
which have contracted with the provider. 1In addition, all of
the programs particivating, either as provider or user, are
subject to audit and concerned about accountability.

The complexity of the reimbursement situation, the fear of
audit or, more precisely, the fear that funds spent for sup-
port services will subsequently be disallowed as a reimbursable
project expense, and the confusion as to the intent of the Con-
gress appear to discourage federally funded projects from
trying to coordinate transportation.

Another administrative problem we noted resulted from
paperwork requirements imoosed on grantees. Extensive paper-
work and associated bookkeeping to meet accountability require-
ments seem to present hindrances that discourage ittempts to
coordinate. This is particularly true of the title XX program.

The problem of cost allocation must be faced by any proj-
ect that wants title XX funding. Title XX agencies often
purchase service from providers under cost reimbursement con-
tracts. WNot only must a transportation provider be able to
relate service provided to a specific client, it must also
be able to determine the costs of the service. Small rural
transportation projects simply may not have the resources to
do this. One project director told us that 1t would be too
difficult for him to determine the actual cost of providing
transportation on a per-passenger—trip or ver-passenger-mile
basis so that he could negotiate a contract with the title
XX agency. He had no need to develop this kind of accounting
system in the past.

Various local project directors and State ©fficials told
us that title XX requires too much red tare and paperwork.
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For example, every 6 months someone must determine client
eligibilty for title XX services. To meet accountability
requirements many State title XX agencies have created burden-
sore paperwork. One transportation prcject director told us
that he would not enter into a title XX agreement because he
would have to hire another clerk to carry out the paperwork
involved. A director of a housing authority that had a title
XX contract to provide transportation decided not to renew

the contract because he believed that the burden of keeping
track of whether those riding his vehicle were title XX clients
was too great.

Another problem under title XX is client eligibility for
services. Self-determination for eligibility is allowed as
well as local welfare office determinations of title XX
client eligibility for transportation services. This was
done for OATS and AORTA. However, in some places the trans-
portation provider is responsible for documenting an indivi-
dnal's income in order to determine eligibility.

We believe that if officials in small, unsophisticated
projects perceive that administration work will increase
substantially because of coordination, they may decide coordi-
nation is not worth the effort.

We were told the section 16(b)(2) program, administered
by State agencies, creates administrative burdens. Some
States have imposed their own restrictions on program opera-
tions that inhibit coordination. One project operator re-
sponding to an Institute of Public Administration survey
(see p. 46) complained that his State Depaitment of Transgor-
tation required section 16(b)(2) projects to record every trip
and every passenger riding a vehicle. The operator said that
his volunteer drivers would quit if they had to maintain such
detailed information. Officials of some projects claimed that
State officials allowed section 16{b)(2) projects to purchase
only one type of vehicle even though needs differed. We found
that Washington State officials allow section 16(b)(2) projects
to limit their services to either the elderly or the handi-
capred, although the Federal law says that the program is for
both the elderly and the handicapped. Furthermore, although
the procedures are presently in dispute, Washington State
officials have required that projects obtain a certificate
of public convenience and necessity from the State public
utilities commi<ssion. Although Urban Mass Tiansportation
Administration guidelines permit section 16(b)(2) vehicles
to be used incidentally by client groups other than the elderly
and handicapped, the certificate of public convenience and
necessity did not allow this.
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Funding problems

Problems such as lack of funds, difficulty obtaining
matching funds required for Federal programs, and different
funding cycles make coordination difficult. Because programs
providing transportat.on operate under different Federal
grant statutes and different Federal agencies, planning and
funding cycles differ. An RSVP project director wanting to
purchase transportation from a title III project may noct know
how much money will be available for the next program year
at the time the title III project is planning its program
because of different funding c¢vcles. Thus it becomes diffi-
cult to budget a coordinated opz2ration.

Most grantees arz funded yearly and are not certain what
amount they will get each year, if they cet refunded. Also,
some Federal programs will fund one rroject for only a limited
period. For example, title III program regulations limit fund-
ing to 3 years per project unless a waiver is obtained fron
the Commissioner or Aging., Furthermore, an Adninistration on
Aging official told us that title III funds carnot be substi-
tuted for existing finencial resources. According to an ARC
official, the Commission funds projects for only 5 years
because its programs are intended to be short-term demonstra-
tion and feasibility efforts. The OATS general manager has
found that other programs are reluctant to pool vehicles with
or rely on a project that may not ke assured of a continual
f inding source.

Most Federal programs that we identified as providing
transportation services allow funds to be used for either
capital or vehicle-operating costs. However, some do not
allow funds to be used for both kinds of expenses. For
example, the section 16(b)(2) program, which 1s a primary
funding source for vehicles for the elderly and handicapped,
rrovides no funds for operating ccsts. Also, no ongoing Urban
Mass Transportation Administration program provides operating
funds for small towns or rural areas of less than 50,000. One
transportation project director told us that eight of his
vehicles were 1dle because of 1insufficient operating funds.
Some Federal officials told us that it is difficult to find
sponsors for the section 16(b}{(2) proaram, which covers only
capital costs, because 1t 1s hard to find operating funds.

According to an Institute of Public Administration study,

the lack of funds to operate or purchase vehicles 1is viewed as
a restriction to coordination becauce some project officials
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believe that they need to expand their capacity in order to
coordinate. The study said that some officials believe that
social service agencies are unwilling to coordinate with others
until they see additional available capacity.

Most Federal programs require local matching funds. Some
officials at local, State, and Federal levels believe that it
is hard to get local funds. Sometimes Federal or State
policies increase that difficulty. The title XX program is
a case in point. The Federal share of title XX services 1is
75 percent, except for a 90-percent match for family planning
services. Some States require the service provider to provide
the matching share. AORTA has provided a 25-percent match plus
% percent for State administration; OATS has provided a
25-percent match, These nonprofit organizations must find some
source of local funds to cover this match. This is complicat=d
because rFederal title XX regulations do not allow locally pro-
vided funds to be designated for a svecific organization.

Thus, when OATS or AORTA solicit contributions they must make
it clear that checks or other funds cannot be earmarked for
them.

While none of these funding problems prohibit coordina-
tion, people perceive them as barriers to coordination.

Incompatibility

Coordination may not take place because project officials
view their goals, needs, or client groups as being incompatible.
Program officals serving different target groups, such as
elderly and children, believe that coordination is not feasible
because of client incompatibilitv. For example, some elderly
do not want to ride the same vehicle that Head Start children
ride. Others do not want to ride in vehicles sponsored by a
community action agency or by title XX because they fear the
stigma of a "poor people's bus system."” A program serving
Spanish-speaking clients told us that other yroups may not
want to coordinate with them because they speak Spanish. An
OATS program official pointed out that the elderly fear that
if other groups use OATS, it will no longer cater to their
needs.

When we asked various local groups why they did not
coordinate their transportation services with the systems
we studied, we were told that conflicts in transportation
needs inhibit coordination. For example, officials operating
a school for retarded children told us that it would not
coordinate with AORTA because AORTA does not provide the
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door-to-door service that the children need. Several agen-
cies, such as a community action agency and a welfare agency,
told us that their needs are not adaptable to prescheduled,
advance-notice service because they have immediate needs. One
sheltered workshop in OATS' area said that it needs its own
vehicle to transport staff as needed. A Head Start agency of-
ficial said that DAST and the Head Start agency need vehicles
at the same time during the day. Some project staff told us
that their clients require special treatment such as help
getting on or off a vehicle or direct supervision while on a
vehicle. For example, one program serving the elderly and
handicapped hesitated to coordinate with AORTA because pro=-
gram officials worried that AORTA's drivers would not be able
to assist their clients. Sometimes drivers perform other
functions--in OATS' service area, title VII drivers supervise
meal sites or sheltered workshoos. These projects see no
benefit to coordinating with OATS because OATS' drivers cannot
perform these functions.

Federal and State officials told us that the Vocational
Rehabilitation Program encourages its clients to become self-
sufficient. -Thus, vocational rehabilitation counselors and
the sheltered workshop staff where these clients work may want
clients to find their own transportation.

Concern that coordination is not beneficial

Concern that coordination is not beneficial or that one's
clients may be adversely affected contributes to a lack of
coordination. It has not been demonstrated to many local offi-
cials that there are benefits to coordination. Gfficials at
all levels of government, including local vroject staff, have
said that turf prutection exists at all levels. Programs are
reluctant to share resources and prefer the flexibilitv of
having theilr own vehicles. The OATS General Manager said that
2t is a rare program that will give up a piece of equioment
that gives that program identity.

Some organizations have told us that they have not coordi-
nated with OATS or RADAR hecause they feared that these trans-
portation systems we:e nct capable of meeting their needs.
Officials of one organization providing transportation to the
Wenatchee, Washington, area believed that many organizations
think a cocrdinated system would reduce the level of service
currently provided to their clients., Officials of the Council
on Aging in Wenatchee believed that its primary respornsibil-
1%y was to provide services to the elderly, which it was
colng. Thney could see no reason to expand and take on addi-
tional client responsibility.
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Another concern is that clients may not receive priority
service. A transportation project director in Hartford,
Connecticut, told us that he originally set up business by
pooling vehicles from senior centers. However, he said he has
since given those vehicles back to the centers because the
centers became too protective of their clients and vehicles.
They complained to him that one center was getting more trips
than another. He said the centers’' vehicles wore out, and now
that he has his own vehicles and the centers purchase service
from him as a third-party provider, operations are smoother.

Some organizations fear that coordination will adversely
affect their entire program because of wear and tear on their
vehicles. For example, both Federal and local YHead Start
officials said that Head Start projects fear letting others
use their vehicles because they would wear out sooner. Because
there are no special funds for buying new vehicles, Head Start
projects do not want to coordinate. They did not seem to be
aware of Head Start's policy about sharing equipment nor had
they thought about charginyg other projects for operating costs,
such as gasoline and oil, and a fee for using the vehicle.

Some organizations are incorporated to transport only
specific target groups-—-0OATS and SCT can provide service only
to the elderly and the handicapped. Unless this limitation
is changed, their coordination potential is restricted.

Some human services agencies believe that they can provide
transportation themselves at less cost than through coordi-
nation. However, federally funded grantees generally do not
know the actual direct and indirect costs of providing their
own transportation because Federal grantor agencies do not
require local projects to maintain such inf{ormation ss a
separate budget item. ARC, in commenting on our report, said
that the "perceived" cost by human service agencies is below
actual cost and that as long as accountability procedures
allow administrative costs of the transportation component to
be counted as a general overhead cost, agencies will continue
to believe that providing their own service is the best way
to go. ARC believed that agencies should develop accurate
estimates of all costs of providing transportation.

Transportation requlation

Several of our case study projects regularly transported
clients across State lines. Although this was a small part of
their transcortation efforts, we questioned whether these
projects would need to obtain operating authority from the
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Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) to operate interstate.

An official told us that federally subsidized grantees that
regularly furnish transportation and operate interstate should
obtain operating authority from ICC if the transportation
providers' emoployees are not volunteers., The official said
this would aoply even when the transportation provider does
not charge a fare,

in its resoonse to our revort, ICC took a different posi-
tion. ICC stated that when the project did not recelive compen-
sation from the passengers, a federally funded entity that
provides transvortation for certain disadvantaged persons would
not fall under ICC regqulation., In addition, the Commission
pointed out that the guestion of whether the carrier's employees
are paid or volunteer is of no conseguence in this matter.

However, transportation systems may be regulated by
State utility commissions. State regulations may be restric-
tive. For example, in 1974 the Connecticut Public Utilities
Commission denied VTD the right to operate outside the Lower
Naugatuck Valley. This ruling terminated VTD's service to
valley residents needing special medical services outside the
Valley., Seven social setvice agencies had transportation
needs that included travel to points outside the Valley and
therefore could not use VID. Effective 1n March 1977, however,
the Commission granted authority to VTD to transport elderly
and/or handicapped versons outside the Valley to health and
human services activities. AORTA and OATS feared that if they
were regulated by public utility commissions, they would lose
their flexibility to change routes and negotiate contracts,
which would make future coordination difficult,

Lack of concerted Federal effort

Even without the hindrances just discussed, transporta-
tion services may not be coordinated because Federal and State
officials fail to recognize coordination as an issue and
no mechanism to coordinate transportation activities exists.

No one Federal agency is responsible for seeing that
coordination takes place. Some agencies have tried to improve
coordination of transportation services thrcugh interagency
agreements, deronstration projects, and studies. However,
categorical obrograms tend to foster the 1dea that each program
is a totallv separate entity. Program officials, whether they
are Federal or local, tend to be concerned only about thear
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programs. Except for DOT programs, if transportation is not a
program's primary obZective or service, coordination of trans-
portation services is not encouraged or even considered by many
Federal officials.

Some program officials who have thought of coordination
possibilities believe that it is the responsibility of State
agencies or local grantees. ARC, in commenting on our report,
also said that local grantees should be responsible for coor-
dination provided that adeguate funding is available.

There are few incentives to coordinate transportation
service and no penalties for not coordinating. It 1s not
likely that HEW would refuse to fund a Head Start project if,
for example, the project failed to coordinate its transporta-
tion needs or resources with a title III nroject. Two OMB
officials said that it is time consuming and costly for a
Federal agency to coordinate, and that they had no suggestions
on how to create incentives.

SUCCESSFUL COORDINATION

As shown by our case studies {(see vol. II), coordination
has occurred by overcoming or not encountering the hindrances
we have discussed. Strong leadership and support from local
and State governments contributed to and initiated successful
coordination,

Overcoming hindrances

Some hindrances we discussed have not been encountered
by some projects we studied. At least one project official
ignored hindrances that he perceived as blocks to coordination.
For example, he viewed the eligibility criteria for different
categorical programs as restrictive., He believed that legally,
he should transport only a given Federal program's clients on
a vehicle he purchased with that Federal program's funds, but
he ianored this perceived restriction and transported his
clients on any available vehicle.

Although several project officials viewed the paperwork
and red tape needed to meet accountability requirements for
title XX as a hindrance to coordinatior, several of them had
contracts with their State title XX agencies. OATS and VTD
developed elaborate accounting systems to determine informa-
tion which enabled them to meet title XX requirements.
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Several approaches to overcoming organizational problems,
such as turf protection and client advocacy, have proven suc-
cessful. Rhode Island forced transrvortation coordination
when 1ts Division on Aging told community action agencies that
all future funds for the tranportaticn of elderly persons
would re awarded to SCT. The General Manager of OATS told us
that being a good salesman is important in overcoming turf
protection because it involves convincing people that it is

more efficient and cheaper to have OATS provide the transporta-
tion service.

Third-party oroviders, such as DAST, RADAR, and VTD, help
overcome several hindrances by avoiding the

--perception of association with one narticular social
service program,

~-issue of oaverating at a profit or subsidizing another
program's transportation activities because programs
can enter into purchase-of-service contracts with
service providers,

--necessity of a social service program taking on addi-
tional transportation responsibilities, end

-—-concerns by social service agencies that the provider
will favor clients of one program over ancother.

In addition, a third-party provider facilitates greater
operational flexibiiity by matching vebicle resources with

needs, being more likely to develop . -=2ssary transportation
expertise, and lending itself more r tly to direct govern-
mental suvport. In Delaware several ycial service agency
officials comrented tnat (1) a coo- .ated system 1s the

most =ffective means of providing -2cial transit, (2) transit

should be left to transportation specialists who can do a
better job, {3) local social service agencies spend hours
cpverating their own transit svstems but are not cost effec~
tive oecause of fragmented delivery, and (4) there are inherent
efficiencies 1n developing one system.

Circu~stances: contributing to coordination

-

%7 1nterest 1n transportat:i:on coordinat:ion begins at the

loca! ~r State level. For example, RaDAR was created with the
~:roors of a lecal huran serwices planning oraanization ard
“nwe iryinia State government which enacted leagislation to

A
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delivery of human services. The legislation required support
by resolution of the local government where the project was to
be located and required State agencies to cooperate with the
Governor and the local government in implementing pilot pro-
grams, Furthermore, the legislation aimed at reducing possible
hindrances by empowering the Governor to (1) revise State
agency rules and regulations and (2) request any Federal agency
to waive its rules and regulations if necessarv. Interestingly
enough, RADAR has requested no waivers.

The Cape May County (New Jersey) Board of Chosen
Freeholders was instrumental in developing Fare Free when it
established a county Traffic Department in 1974 to operate
two buses it had purchased for the elderly voor. It then ex-
panded this service. In 1975 the board passed a recolution
authorizing all social service agencies with transportation
resources to consolidate facilities and to coordinate activi-
ties under the Department of Traffic.

DAST, a public authority, began as a private, nonprofit
corporation created by several social service agencies in a
local area. After 3 years agency officials decided that a pub-
lic autunority would be more desirable than a private agency
because it could benefit financially through direct State oper-
ating subsidies, tax-free fuel, and centrex telephone systems.
The board and staff of DAST's predecessor were able to obtain
support from the Governor of Delaware, the State Division of
Transportation, several legislators, and other interested
agencies in drafting legislation to create DAST, which 15 now
a statewide system.

Strong leaders, such as the Directors of Fare Free, 3CT,
and PFP, among others, who were committed to coordination and
who took the initiative to promote it among other agencies,
appear to be a key to successful coordination. Because there
are few Federal incentives to coordinate transportation
services but many hindrances, it takes a committed, perserver-
ing individual to promote the concept and take action, in-
cluding persuading local government to provide more aid and
persuading State and Federal officials to accept minimal levels
of accountability. Furthermore, a strona leader can improve
coordinaticn within a system by persuading human services pro-
viders to be more flexible. For example, medical avoointments
are usually scheduled on a individual basis, making 1t dif-
ficult for a provider to schedule group transportation to the
medical facilities. SCT and the Rhode Island Division on Aging
met with the Rhode Island Medical Society to get cooperation
from doctors and hospitals in scheduling older percons for
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appointments in a block of time so that SCT could schedule
older persons' transportation in groups rather than indivi-
dually. Fare Free also persuaded doctors and medical clinics
to schedule appointments so the Fare Free clients could be
transported together.

It appears that for those projects that are coordinating
(excluding RADAR, DaST, and VTD) some success is due to infor-
mal agreements. For example, Fare Free informally agreed with
the Cape Mav County Welfare Board that the welfare agency could
provide transportation for Fare Free's clients when Fare Free
was transporting at its capacity level. Also Fare Free and a
nutrition project arranged for Fare Free to transport some
people to two of the project's three nutrition sites while
the project used its own vans for the third site., PFP informally
arranged with a county Health Department for both agencies
to coordinate individual travel needs of their respective clients,
For example, if a Health Department client needed transportation
to Chattanooga, Tennessee, on a dav when the Department's van
did not go to Chattanooga, the Department asked PFP to provide
transoortation., PFP also asked the Health Department for
transportation in similar circumstances. Neither agency reimbursed
the other for these services.

STATE AND FEDERAL EFFORTS TO COORDINATE
TRANSPORTATION

The Federal Government has recognized that increased
intergovernmental cooperation and coordination are needed. A
discussion of some Federal efforts at improved coordination,
in general, and improved transportation coordination,
specifically, follows.

OMB Circular A-95

Two statutes--+he Demonstration Cities and Metropolitan
Develorment Act of 1966 (42 U.S.C. 3334) and the Intergovern-
mental Cooperation aAct of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 4231)--were designed
to increase intergovernmental cooperation and coordination by
setting up formal communication channels among parties that
might be affected kv a federally fundea prozect. OMB imple-
mented the two statutes through OMB Circular A-95. 1Its purpose
was to facilitate 1ntergovernmental cooperation by offering
State and lccal governments the chance to comment on the con-
sistency of federally funded projects with local policies,
plans, and crograms.



The circular is based on OMB's premise that communication
is fundamental to coordination. If people talk to each
other, they can identify common interests and conflicts. Co-
operation and negotiation can then take place. The review and
comment process is designed to create a climate for intergov-
ernmental cooperation in which coordination is likely to occur.

The Project Notification and Review System, under part I
of Circular A-95, encourages, by early contact among appli-
cants for Federal assistance and parties that might be
affected, expeditious intergovernmental review and comment.
First, applicants are to notify clearinghouses, which are
agencies that OMB recognizes as appropriate agencies to carry
out the Project Notification and Review System for proposed
Federal or federally assisted projects. Clearinghouses are
to receive and disseminate project notifications and appli-
cations for review and comment to appropriate State agencies,
local governments and agencies, and regional organizations.
After this review, applicants may submit formal applications
to Federal or State funding agencies administering Federtal
programs.

A potential applicant for assistar.ce under a program
covered by Circular A-95 is required to notify the clear-
inghouses of its intent. Cl:aringhousecs generalily have
30 d¢,s in which to evaluate the proposal's relevance to any
State or areawide plans, notify interested agencies, and re-
solve conflicts., They have another 30 days to review the
completed application. Their comments must accompany the grant
proposal submitted to the Federal agency.

We spoke with A-95 State and areawide clearinghouses to
find out (1) what role they play in coordinating transportation
services and (2) how tneir role could be strengthened.

State clearinghouse officials said that State agencies
usually review and comment only on the primary objectives of
a proposed grant, not on suppor%t services such as transpor-
tation. An official of Delaware's State clearinghouse told
us that 1t is not possible toc work at coordinating specialized
transportation on the basis of i1nformation presented 1in a
grant application. He said that 1t 1s practically impossible
to ferret out the transportation component of social service
grants because it 1s not a line item 1n budgets and therefore
not 1identifiable. Therefore, %-95 staff have no way to review
it. Officials of at least one other State clearinghouse and
an areawide clearinghouse pointed out the same thing. They
said that because there 1s no budget breakdown, 1t is difficult
to separate the transportation component.
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Areawide clearinghouses we contacted in most States
review applications; however, their level of involvement and
success in improving coordination varies. A clearinghouse
official in Tennessee told us that the clearinghouse takes
an active role in coordinating transportation resources
and gave us an example of its success. A clearinghouse
official in Missouri said that he knew who the transpor-
tation providers were in the area and therefore could check
for duplication. He said that he had never formally recom-
mended transportation coordination to a Federal agency
because any possibility of duplication of this service was
always resolved during tuo review process.

Personnel of one areawide clearinghouse in Oregon
told us that while checks are made for coordination of trans-
portation services, this is difficult to do because no list
of transportation providers in the area exists. They said
that they were developing a regional special transportation
plan to identify these providers. In Virginia, one areawide
clearinghouse official said that it does not review proposed
applications for the purpose of coordinating transportation
services if the service is only a small component of tre
application,

OMB officials told us that they do not see what role
A-95 agencies could play in improving coordiration of trans-
portation services nor do they see that OMB's role is to
strengthen the role of A-95 ayencies. OMB views the A-95 pro-
cess as a local and State process, According to OMB, it is not
the role of the Federal Government to tell agencies how
to operate, A-95 cannot assure coordination of anything,
according to OMB. Rather, it is designed to create a climate
for intergovernmental cooperation,

Federal Regional Councils

Federal Regional Councils (fRCs) were established
by Executive order in 1972 to develop closer working relation-
ships among major Federal grantmaking agencies and State and
local governments and to improve coordination of the cate-
gorical grant system. In 1973 their activities were expanded
to include coordination of direct pnrogram assistance to
State and local governments. General policy and guidance for
FRCs is formulated by the Under Secretaries Group 1ur Regional
Operations.

Beginning 1n September 1974, FRCs as-umed responsibilities
for coordinatina the implementation of OMB Circular A-95.



OMB perceived FRCs' role in implementing the circular to be
answering questions, disseminating information, handling com-
pleints, and providing feedback to OMB, FRCs' implementation
has been hampered by limited staffing and inconsistent commit-
ment by Federal agencies to FRCs.

At least one FRC has taken an interest in coordinating
transportation rescurces. The Southeastern Federal Regional
Council sponsored a task force to evaluate legislative,
regulatory, policy, and procedural guidelines on transporta-
tion. It found no leygyal barriers to coordination and believed
that most, if not all, Federal requirements could be met by a
system that insures fiscal accountauvility of piogram dollars
and service-level accountability for each target group. This
FRC also supported an HEW Region IV study identifying trans-
portation authorities in Federal human services programs.
Furthermore, the FRC has supported an HEW Region IV reguest
for demonstration funds to evaluate how effectively single-
purpose social service agenclies provide transportation.

Working agreements

Several working agreements to improve coordination among
various TFederal departments and agencies have been signed in
the last 2 years. HEW's Administration on Aging and DOT
entered into such an agreement in September 1975. One of the
goals of this agreemecnt is to work toward pooling health and
social service program resources available t» States and
communities to pay the operating costs of transporting elderly
and handicapped persons. Another goal is to work toward the
coordination of pullic mass transportation services with
special transportation services for the elderly and handicapped.

The joint working agreement between the Administration
on Aging and DOT resulted in some positive achievements such
as several jointly sponsored workshops on coordinating trans-—
portation held in the fall of 1976. One Administration on
Aging official believes that the Administration's working
agreement with DOT has been the most successful of all
its working agreements. However, one DOT official said that
not much has been accomplished with the Administration on Aging
working agreement. As of January 1977 the Administration on
Aging was contracting for an evaluation of the success
of its various working agreemente. It expected this to
be completed in the fall of 1977.
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Section 147 Rural Highway Public Transportation
Demonstration Program

Section 147 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1973,
as amended, established a program

"* * *¥ to encourage the development, improvement and
use of public mass transit systems operating vehicles
on highways for transportation of passengers within
rural areas and small urban areas, and between such
areas and urbanized areas, in order to enhance access
of rural populations to employment, health care, re-
tail centers, education and public services."

One of the four major program objectives DOT established
for the program was to encourage the various programs or
agencies that provide transportation or social services to
develop a coordinated apprcach to the organization and finan-
cing of public transportation. Furthermore, several of the
project selection criteria listed in the program regulations
were specifically concerned with coordinating services and
financial resources.

DOT expects to conduct a national evaluation of the
section 147 program to assist it in determining realistic
approaches to coordination and appropriate funding levels,

Office of Human Development Transportation
Demonstration Program

To develop a knowledge base on transportation coordi-
nation and affect national policy and programing of human
services transportation, HEW's Office of Human Development
has initiated a 2-year program to demonstrate the feasi-
bility of coordinating and/or consolidating existing trans-
portation resources at the sub-State level.

Specific objectives of the program are to:

--Encourage human services programs that provide
transportation services to develop practical
approaches to coordinate and/or consolidate trans-
portation services at the local level.

--Explore and test transportation service delivery
systems and organizational —ethods that could lead
to more 1integrated or centralized (hence more cost-
effective) transportation services.
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--Develop and test methods for greater coordination of
existing public and private transportation providers,
such as buses and taxis, with human services agency
transportation services.

--Identify statutory, requlatory, or administrative
barriers to implementing coordinated and/or con-
solidated approaches to the organization and financing
of transportation services, including public trans-
portation programs.

Office of Human Development officials anticipate that
this program will (1) serve to formulate successful coordi-
nation models, (2) identify and resolve major obstacles to
the coordination process at all levels of government, and
(3) develop a national interagency policy regarding human
services/public transportation coordination.

Working in cooperation with DOT, the Office of Human
Development awarded five grants in June 1977 to demonstrate
both the transportation and consolidation process among
participant grantee agencies of HEW, DOT, CSA, and DOL.
Onsite technical assistance will be provided to each grantee
to assure effective design, implementation, and operation
of the coordinated/consolidated system. Also, a concurrent
evaluation will measure and compare the processes and impact

of coordination and the efficiency and effectiveness of each
system.

HEW-proposed regqulations

In December 1976 HEW issued a notice of proposed rule-
making to waive HEW requirements impeding improvements of
human services delivery by State and local governments.
Besides these general purpose governments, HEW intends to
include private, nonprofit agencies. The notice states that
waivers can be made when HEW's requirements impede an appli-
cant's efforts to achieve such things as (1) the integration,
coordination, or linking of human services funded under two
or more HEW programs, (2) integrated pudgeting, vlanning,
or evaluation of human services, (3) joint funding of human
services, and (4) coordinated transportation programs.

The proposed waivers apply only to HEW-established
requirements, not to requirements written by OMB or other
Federal agencies or preccribed by Federal legislation.

HEW officials said that they envision the requirements to be
subject to waivers covering eligibility, reporting, and
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State administration. HEW officials responsible for these
proposed rules could not 1identify any specific HEW regulations
impeding coordination efforts other than those for Maternal
and Child Health and Child Weifare services, which both
require that a single agency administer the program in

that State. However, they believe that restrictive
regulations exist and that individual waiver requests

willl point these ocut.

The proposed regulations state that " * * * the granting
of a waiver will rot result in the expenditures of Federal
funds for purvoses other than those for which they are
appropriated.” HEW officials told us that they had not
considered cost-sharing, reirmbursement, or depreciation
issues when they wrote the proposed regqulations, and they
did not know when the regulations might become final.

Federally sponsored studies

HEW and DOT have sponsored several studies dealing with
human services transportation. Although transportation
coordination was not the primary objective of all these studies,
it was covered.

The Institute of Public Administration has compieted
three reports for HEW's Administration on Aging. The first
report, issued in January 1975, is entitled "Transportation
For the Elderly: The State of the Art." It includes a
general review of the state of the art of transportation
projects serving older Americans and an examination of
specific case study projects considered representative of the
types of special seivice in rural and urban areas that might
be suitable for communities throughout the country.

The second study, prepared by the Institute and issued in
November 1975, is entitled "Planning Handbook: Transportation
Services For The Elderly." It provides guidance and assistance
on designing and operating a special transportation service.

In November 1976 the Institute issued another study for
the Administration on Aginag entitled "Transportation For
Older Americans-1976, P.ogress, Prospects And Potentials."
The report documents much of the progress made regarding
transportation for elderly v=rsons since the Institute
published 1ts state-of-the-art report in January 1975.

The Institute also developed a state-of-the-art revort on
coordination for the Urban Mass Transportation Administration



entitled "Coordinating Transportation for the Elderly and
Handicapped: A State of the Art." The report explores
and identifies the scope and magnitude of coordination
efforts to provide transportation services for elderly,
handicapped, and other transportation disadvantaged people.

George Washington University's Technology Assessment
Group developed a report for DOT in 1975. This report--
"Revitilization of Small Communities:- Transportation
Options"--was the result of a 2-year policy-oriented, inter-
disciplinary study of the long-range trends affecting small
towns in nonmetropolitan areas, the effects of transportation
availability and systems on their viability and vitality,
and their transportation needs and problems.

DOT sponsored a study entitled "Rural Passenger Trans-
portation Technology Sharing: State~0f-The-Art-Overview."
This study presents an overview of rural passenger transpor-
tation with special emphasis on issues and considerations
associated with improving rural resident mobility and a
focus on profiling small, specialized rural passenger trans-
portation systems.

In January 1976 HEW's Office of the Regional Director
in Atlanta, Georgia, with the cooperation of the Southeastern
Federal Pegional Council, prepared a study entitled "Transpor-
tation Authorities in Federal Human Services Programs."
This was an inventory of statutoryv and regulatory authorities
in federally funded human services programs that authorize
the expenditure of funds for client transportation services
and/or payments.

State efforts

Several States have taken action to facilitate coordi-
nation or address the problems of people with special trans-
por-rtation needs. For example, South Carolina legislated the
establishment of an Interadgency Council on Public Transpor-
tation to give advice and make recommendations to the State
Department of Highways and Public Transportation and the
General Assembly on all matters dealing with public trans-
portation in the State. Organizations represented on the
Council included the South Carolina Commission on Aging,
the Departments of Social Services and Vocational Rehabili-
tation, and the Office of Transportation in the Department
of Education. The Governor of Michigan created a similar
organization by executive directive.
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SUGGESTIONS TO ELIMINATE HINDRANTCES

While these efforts at coordination have been helpful,
there has been no coherent, interdepartmental effort at the
national level to tackle the specific issue of coordinating
transportation resources or eliminating hindrances. Various
officials have suggested to us ways to eliminate or at
least minimize hindrances to coordination of transportation.
These suggestions range from general broad approaches, such
as consolidating Federal programs or redesigning the approach
to Federal assistance so that programs are based on functions
rather than target groups, to narrow approaches, such as
requiring potential grantees to show budget line items for
transportation expenditures.

Officials recognize the lack of coordination at all levels
of government. Federal agencies have difficulty coordinating
high-priority issues like energy conservation; therefore, it
is not surprising that little effort has been made to coordi-
nate transportation resources. Some of the suggestions made
to us that the executive branch could take to improve coordi-
nation were:

~--Make one Federal agency responsible for coordinating
an interagency, multilevel effort for transportation
coordination.

--Make one agency responsible for pooling transportation
dollars (centralized funding control for all transpor-
tation dollars).

--Instruct HEW, which administers most of the programs
providing transportation, to come up with a solution
and extend it to other agencies through interagency
agreements.

~-Require that Federal and State staffs responsible for
Federal programs operated by State agencies (Medicaid,
title III, title XX, section 16(b){2)) work together
on planning their programs' services, including
transvoortation.

-~Strengthen the A-~95 process by including all Federal
programs in parts I and IV of the O"B Circular.

~-Mandate transportation coordination, including the
regquirement that grantees must show how they will
coordinate.
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Some suggestions concerned how the Federal Government
could help local projects to coordinate:

~-Identify transportation coordination as a national
priority and encourage it.

--Provide technical assistance to local and State
organizations on how to coordinate.

~-Create regional level task forces for specific
geographic areas to discuss transportation coordi-
nation among programs that provide transportation.

Some officials suggested ways to force coordination
of transportation services including

--Federal agencies setting up third-party transporta-
tion systems from which all social organizations
would have to purchase service and

—--the Federal Government mandating coordination of
transportation resources among Federal agencies.

OMB and HEW officials responsible for implementing
regulations within their departments pointed out that a
flexible environment is needed so that local project offi-
cials can coordinate if they want to. HEW officials suggested
that OMB circulars should clearly state that grantees may
share property, such as vehicles purchased with Federal funds,
and that the grantee owning the vehicles may charge rent
or other fees for using them. HEW officials thought that
this would be a simple and convenient way to distribute
the cost of vehicles among users and give an incentive to
the providing organization to share vehicles. HEW officials
said that the fee paid by the user need not include the cost
of gasoline or other operating costs that could be paid
separately by the users. Furthermore, HEW officials believed
that this clarification in OMB circulars, and therefore in
agency regulations implementing the circulars, would alleviate
grantee fears about cost accountability. The officials
believed that the Federal Government should not delineate how
arrangements for sharing vehicles had to be made but should
leave this to be resolved at the local level. An OMB
official agreed with the feasibility of these suggestions,
as long as the income generated was accounted for.

Some Federal officials suggested that the Congress
needs to take action to:
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--Clarify laws regarding pooling’df resources so
there 1s no misinterpretation.

--Provide funds for demonstrations and studies of
coordinated transportation systems.

--Provide funds specifically to replace vehicles in
social service projects.

~--Appropriate funds for human services programs' trans-
portation needs and funnel these funds through one
central agency.

~-Designate someone in DOT to be Coordinator of Social
Service Transportation.

--Require that Federal agencies coordinate their pro-
grams' transportation services.

--Issue a policy letter asking various programs to
coordinate all services to the degree possible;
after a time lapse, determine if transportation
has been coordinated. If transportation has not
been coordinated significantly, mandate coordination.

~-Establicsh uniform eligibility for social services
recipients so that persons eligible for transporta-

tion under one program would also be eligible for
transportaton ander others,

--Delineate clearly the responsibilities for pro-
viding similar services under different programs.

--Reduce the number of categorical programs.

Some individuals told us that there is no real solution

or method to coordinating transportation services unless the
total number of categorical programs is reduced. A staff
member of the Advisory Commission for Intergovernmental
Relat:ons told us that until the Congress gets away from the
cateagorical program approach aimed at specific target groups
and b=gins to look at the needs and functions of the whole
person, which may mean going to the olock c-ant approach,
coord:nation 18 not really feasible. At this time, local
project staffs may not see coordination as worthwhile, even
if 1t costs less, because they perceive that their crojects

are

r.re effective when they prcvide their o«n tran .:ortation

SQrvice.



In commenting on our report, ARC, CSA, HUD, and DOT
proposed solutions to the coordination problem, some of which
are similar to those found on pages 48 through 50. Both
ARC and HUD suggested that DOT should be the focal poaint of
a Federal coordination effort, However, HUD proposed that if
all 114 programs we identified are to continue providing
transportation services, coordination should take place at
the local level. ARC also believed that the basic respon-
sibility for coordination resides at the local level. ARC
proposed that any sponsor desiring money for transportation
services as an adjunct to other services must first conduct
an appraisal of existing transportation resources. HUD
suggested that this local level coordination should be done
by requiring each community desiring assistance to have a
transportation services program.

HUD further suggested that the Urban Mass Transportation
Administration could fund tne preparation of a transportation
services program. All grant requests for transportation ser-
vices from a community would have to be consistent with the
local program and coordination arrangements in effect. Cost
sharing among Federal agencies could then be worked out on
the basis of the communitywide or areawide program with DOT
acting -.s coordinator.

HUD proposed another approach--limit the number of
Federal programs that can provide transportation service.
HUD believed that four or five Federal programs that are
highly oriented to providing transportation services might
be the only sourcecs of funding for these services.

CSA had several suggestions. One was to designate trans-
portation providers for local jurisdictions, similar to the
areawide clearinghouses that have been desianated. They would
either provide service themselves out of buoled resources or
assure the establishment of a third-varty transportation
provider. CSA also suggested that | deral agencies should
be reguired to give preferer+ial treatment in funding review
to projects that meet their transrortation needs through a
coordinated systemn.

ARC commented that 1ts experience has been that as long
as a Federal agency soveaks clearly and simply, the State will
rollow suit. ARC ha: a flexible fundirg approach by wh:ch
it gives a "single allocat’~n" arant to each State 1nstead
of strictly cetegorical gr *s. ARC believes 1in maximumn
incal autonomy and minimum rederal intervention. However,
it helieves that it .: desirable to reguire that local social
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services agencies develcop accurate estimates of all direct
and indirect costs for transportation service so that the
agencies will see the benefits of service consolidation
and be wiliing to pay another agency an appropriate fee

)

for the service.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

CONCLUSIONS

For the 114 Federal programs we identified as providing
transportation for program beneficiaries, we did not identify
any express statutory or regulatory restrictions that speci-
fically prohibit coordination of transportation resources.
However, we did identify a number of hindrances to transporta-
tion coordination efforts.

These hindrances include

--problems inherent with the categorical grant approach
to Federal assistance;

--grantee worries about the availability of continuous
funding;

--incompatibility or perceived incompatibility due
to differences in client groups (age, income, and
so forth) and differences in transportation needs
of client groups:

--concern that transportation is not beneficial or
that one's clients may be adversely affected by
coordination;

--State transportation regulation;

-—-accountability, paperwork, and bookkeeping problems;
and

~--lack of a concerted Federal effort to coordinate
transportation.

HYowever, it appears that the most significant hindrance is
confusion at all government levels about how much coordination
federally funded projects may engage in. Some of the pro-
blems mentioned exist because 0f this confusion.

It is not clear under what circumstances and to what
extent the Congress has endorsed the use of facilities and equip-
ment acquired for one program to support the transportation
activities of another program. Federal legislation generally
is silent about trancportation coordination or cost sharing.
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Government-wide regulations are of little help to
executive agencies and Federal grantees concerning transpor-
tation coordination. Few Federal program regulations mention
transportation coordination, and those that do, offer little
real gquidance to grantees who consider coordination.

Our case studies and studies by others indicate that
despite the various hindrances and the lack of clearly de-
fined congressional intent, some coordination is taking place.
Strong local leadership appears to play an important role in
successful coordination activities. Independent third-party
human services transportation providers appear to be able to
avoid many real or perceilved hindrances to coordination
because they are in fact vendors of services with which most
human services agencies can contract. However, as our case
studies indicate, hindrances exist even in a third-party, trans-
portacion-provider environment.

A number of solutions have been suggested on how to
eliminate various hindrances to transportation coordination,
We believe that many of these solutions are not administratively
feasible or practical at the present time. Althocugh a number
of the problems we identified that hinder coordination might
be resolved or minimized through administrative or legisla-
tive actions, our review did not explore the effect of such
actions on other aspects of the programs or agencies.

In many cases, transportation represents only a small
portion of a program's or agency's functions. Further studv
would be required to determine the effect on other functions
before recommendations for specific changes in individual
programs or agencies could be made to improve transportation
coordination. Likewise, more work on the process of coordi-
nation, such as HEW's Office of Human Development Transoor-
tation Demonstration Program, 1S necessary to determine 1f the
sugqgested solutions are beneficial.

We believe that coordination of federally funded trans-
portation resources is desirable to the ervtent feasible pro-
viding there- is appropriate cost sharing and accountability.
Furthermore, we believe that the Federal categorical orant approacnh
to solving various problems should not create artificial bar-
riers to the most productive use of resources needed to meet the
transportation needs of program recipients. Our recomrendation
15 intended to insure that grantees desiring to share and pool
transportation resources and services with other granteses will
be aware of the circumstances in which transportation coordina-
tion 135 perrnissible and the procedures that must he followed
tc insure eaultable cost sharing and appropriate accountability.
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as discussed on page 7, we attempted to obtain information
on the cost of transportation being provided by Federal pro-
grams. However, we were not able to develop complete or even
estimated cost data. We believe that it is important to know
the magnitude of transportation costs and how they are used in
order to assist OMB and Federal agencies in developing
appropriate regulations.

RECOMMENDATION TO_ T#E_CONGRESS

One of the fundamental hindrances to coordinating
federally funded transportation resources appears to be the
lack of a clearly defined congressional intent regarding (1)
use of program resources to benefit persons other than desig-
nated program beneficiaries and (2) need for and extent of
reimbursement for any interprogram use of resources. Therefore,
we recommend that the Congress minimize this confusion by
endorsing transportation coordination, when feasible, among
various Federal programs and federally funded prejects, pro-
viding there is appropriate cost-sharing and cost and service
accountability.

RECOMMENDATIONS TO TEE DIRECTOR OF
THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

We recommend that, consistent with the Congress endorse-
ment of transportation coordination, the Director of OMB:

1. 1Issue regqulations that provide clear guidance to
grantees concerning

a. the permissible sharing of grantee transpor-
tation resources and

b. reimbursement procedures when a grantce
or program provides transportation for
beneficiaries of another grantee or program,

2. Provide guidance on allocating property costs among
federally funded projects when property acquired by
one project is used by other projects. Such guidance
is necessarv to avoid having the acquiring project
pay the entire cost of replacing a worn out vehicle
sooner because of shared use.

3. Direct heads of Federal departments and agencies to
assist OMB 1n developing administratively workable
regulations ov
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a. developing information on the nature and
and cost of transportation provided to
beneficiaries of Federal programs,

b. 1identifying the potential for coordinating
transportation provided under these programs,
and

c. identifying any administrative difficulties
that might be encountered in coordinating
transportion provided under these programs.

AGENCY COMMENTS AND OUR EVALUATION

We solicited comments on this report from the 11 Federal
departments and agencies whose programs we identified as
providing for transportation. (See apps. IV to XIV.) In addi-
tion, we obtained comments from ICC (see app. XV) and OMB
(see app. XVI). Only four agencies--OMB, HEW, HUD, and
DOT--had specific comments on cur recommendations. Most
of the other departments and agencies were concerned with
methods of implementing coordination or the need for more
or improved transportation rather than the need for congres-
sional endorsement of the transportation coordination concept.
Comments from executive agencies reinforce our findings
that there has been no concertcd, overall Federal effort
concerning the potential for greater coordinated transportation
services.

Comments on our recommendations

OMB did not agree with our recommendations to it because
iz was not convinced that a transportation coordination pro-
blem exists. OMB pointed out that we found no statutory or
regulatory restrictions prohibiting transvortation coordina-
tion. OMB did nct believe that we presented sufficient
evidence to show that current transportation activities
are not being properly coordinated., Further, it stated
that we did not attempt to evaluate whether transportation
coordination is more efficiernt.

It apoears that OMB is uninformed of the problems caused
grantees by a myriad of Federal programs serving the same or
similar purpcses. Federal acencies such as CSA, ACTION, ARC,
and bOT, which are closer to the grantee recipients, agreed
that transportation coordination problems exist and need to
be corrected. Scme of these agencies even proposed sugges-
tions or solutions to the coordination problem.
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Alcthough we found no express statutory or regulatory
restrictions that specificaily prohibit transportation
coordination, we did find hindrances. In this regard,

ARC said in its comments that "whether or not such prohibi-
tions exist, such hindrances as have been identified are

as real ar ] formidable as any in a statutory or regulatory
form." ARC believes that consistent and clear Federal policy
would help coordination efforts,

HEW expressed concern that conoressional endorsement of
transpo-tation coordination could possibly jeopardize
existing services and any future potential for achieving effec-
tive coordination. The agency believed that there is little
evidence about the real benefits to be derived from coordi-
nation and that this lack of knowledge is the single most
important barrier to coordination. HEW believed that without
che results of its Office of Humnan Development's Transpor-
tation Demonstration Program to test several models of
coordinated/consolidated transportation activity, it is
unable to know the advantages or disadvantages of coordi-
nation or the hindrances to the coordination process.

One of HEW's principal questions was why we would ask
for congressional endorsement of a concept that has not been
proven beneficial. Furthermore, HEW officials expressed con-
cern that requiring cost- and service-level accountability
for transportation services places an enormous burden on proj-—
ect managers who have no expertise in transportation. These
officials were worried that OMB could issue regulations that
would be very restrictive and difficult to implement at the
local level. Although HEW suggested that we reconsider our
recommendations, it did not suggest alternative recommenda-
tions. HEW prefers to wait for the results of its demonstra-
tion project before deciding on a course of action.

Our review was not designed to test or prove the benefits
o1. coordination. We responded to the Committee's request to
identify those Federal programs that provide transportation
and hindrances to transportation coordination. Our report
and recommendations are not intended to endorse mandatory
coordination. We are merely recommending that the Congress
endorse the concept of coordination so that, where feasible,
projects may coordinate. We are also recommending that
consistent with concgressional endorsement,

57



OMB clarify some confusing regulations. Cost and service
accountability must be concerns of any Federal program;
without some uniform guidance on this matter, there would
be no assurance of equitable treatment for all parties
involved in coordination.

HUD criticized our recommendation that would require
agencies to collect information on the nature and cost of
client transportation because of the amount of paperwork
it would involve. However, OMB and HEW criticized the
report because they did not believe that enough information
was available for any specific decisions to be made concerning
what needs to be done about coordinating transportation.

Implementation of our recommendations should provide
more information with which to make judgments about the
merits and pitfalls of coordination. Such information
should be valuable in det=rmining what uniform regulations
would be necessary for transportation coordination.

ACTION endorsed the concept of transportation coordi-
nation among various federally funded projects, when feasible,
and will urge project sponsors to make every effort to ccordi-
nate,

ARC told us that as a matter of policy, it has promoted
service consolidation for its projects whenever possible.

DOT said that we had done a creditable job in identifying
obstacles to transportation coordination, and it concurred in
the basic recommendations of the report. DOT commented that
while our recommendation for congressional endorsement of the
concept of transportation coordination was useful, it

would also be helpful if heads of Federal agencies would
endorse the concept.

Comments on other issues

CSA was critical of the report because it did not show
a greater sense of urgency about the coordination problem
and 1t did not oresent a practical plan to address the
oroblem, HUD believed that the report would be more
useable if more explicit recommendations were made.

Four agencies--ARC, CSA, HUD, and DOT--proposed
suggestions or solutions to coordination problems. These
suggestions denerally addressed the means of facilitating
or implementing coordination and have been included with other
suggestions listed on pages 48 to 50.
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Many of these suggestions may have merit. However,
we cannot endorse the operational merit of any specific
recommendations until more information is available on
unknowns, such as the magnitude of Federal expenditures
on transportation and the benefits to be derived from
coordination. Some recommendations, such as CSA's sug-
gestions that local third-party providers be set up, would
require further study to determine their effect on other
aspects of Federal programs.

ARC and CSA believed that we gave insufficient emphasis to
transportation needs in rural and small areas. Both agencies
aprear to believe that these areas were to be the primary
concerns of our study. While the Committee asked us to
identify all Federal programs that provide funds for transpor-
tation in rural and small urban areas, only two Federal pro-
grams we identified were geographically restrictive. Further-
more, we were unable to estimate transportation expenditures
for rural and small urban areas because, except for two DOT
programs, Federal agencies and departments.do not keep infor-
mation based on gecographic location or population size.

The Committee wanted to know what restrictions or hin-
drances existed to transportation coordination. Therefore,
we did not restrict ourselves to transportation needs in
rural and small urban areas, although all but one of our
case studies were in such areas. Without a systematic
research effort, which would be beyond the scope of our
review, we cannot conclude that any hindrances we found bore
any relationship to population size or geographic location.

Both HEW and DOT had problems with our definition of
coordination. DOT thought that it was too narrow and inter-
preted our definition--"the pooling or sharing of transporta-
tion resources by several different recipients of Federal
funds from more than one categorical! program"--as being
limited to sharing transportation vehicles. HEW officials
told us that our definition was not comprehensive or
operational. They also objected to our implication that
coordination would result in a better use of resources.
Furthermore, HEW said that it could not agree with our findings
regarding hindrances without first knowing on what basis
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of coo.dination these hindrances were identified and
examined.

Our definition of coordination encompasses various
levels of coordination as well as consclidation of irans-
portation services. Our definitiorn is purposefully broad.
We wanted it to include coordination ranging irom two pro-
jects sharing a dispatcher and telephones to a group of
projects giving their vehicles to one proiect that would
provide transportation for #ll the others. Furthermore,
regardless of semantics,; hindrances do exist.

HEW officizls expressed concern that the report failed
to examine why HEW has had to engage in the transportation
business and that we concentrated on social sevices agency
coordination rather than improvements in public transpor-
tation that could meet the needs of social services agencies.
In many rural and small urban areas--Cape May, New Jersey;
counties in Missouri; most of West Virginia; and Wenatchee,
Washington; to name a few--there is no public transporta-
tion. Hhowever, there are many federally funded projects in
those areas whose clients need transpcrtation in order to
benefit from other program services. Furthermore, we are not
aware of any HEW policies to encourade grantees to purchase
transportation fiom public transportation providers when
it is available. Where there is public transportation,
such as Tri-Met in Oregon, there may be potential for coordi-
nation.

The Small Business Administration and VA said their
programs covered in our report have little or no potential
for transpertatioa cnordination. Ve agree. As we pointed
out on page 12, some Federal programs, due to the nature
of the transportation involved, appear to have little
potential for transvortation coordination.

The Department of Justice commented that the eventual
adootion ¢f our recommendations would not significantly
affect its operations. The Department said that it recognized
the potential for _‘ransportation coordination and would be
prepar=d to assist 1in providing any information o: data
required to implerert a cocrdination initiative.

The Devartment of Labor restricted its comments to the
section regarding the Federal Regional Councils.

Th~ Devartment of the Interior had no comments on
the report.
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he Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the United States
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

During hearings on highway legislation conducted by the Transpor-
tation Subcommittee of the Public Works Committee, several witnesses
commented on the need for greater coordination among Federal programs
providing or assisting rural transportation. Refereice was made to
the surprisingly large number of programs under which such assistance
is available, and to Federal laws and regulations which inhibit or
preclude coordination of individual rural transportation programs at
the local level. There appeared to be a consensus that the greatest
need at this time is for an exhaustive survey of Federal programs which
in some manner support rural transportation and an identification of
the ways in which specific program requirements thwart local efforts
to create consolidated transportation systems.

The members of the Public Works Committee have discussed the pro-
blem and decided to ask that the General Accounting Office undertake a
cgomprehensive review of the situation. The first objective of this
request is the identification of all Federal grant and assistance pro-
grams which make available Federal funds for the transportation of
people within rural and smaller urban areas and between these and
urbanized areas. Once the programs have been identified, the study
should examine what restrictions, if any, there are on the use of
Federal funds under each program, whether such restrictions are im-
posed explicitly by the authorizing legislation or by administrative
interpretation of such legislation, arnd the extent to which such
restrictions frustrate Federal, State and local efforts to provide
coordinated transportation service. It is desirable that the study
also identify instances in which coordination has beer achievzd and
the circumstances which made this possible. Finally, it is hoped that
the report to the Committee will contain recommendztions for elimina-
ting Federal restrictions which hinder coordination of transportation
programs.
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The Committee members expect that the comprehensive study will
be of value not only to this Committee but to other Congressional
committees and Federal agencies involved in providing assistance to
rural transportation.

We look forward to working with you on this project.
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APPENDIX 1I APPENDIX II

INVENTORY OF FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE

TRANSPORTATION FOR PEOPLE

The following chart lists 114 programs we identified as
providing transportation for program beneficiaries. The
chart includes (1) the program name, (2) the Federal depart-
ment, agency, or office responsible for administering the
program, (3) the identification number in the Catalog of
Federal Domestic Assistance, (4) program and transportation
objectives, (5) estimated fiscal year 1976 (not including the
transitionzl gquarter) program obligations and transportation
costs, (6) client eligibility characteristics, such as age,
income level, and health status, an® (7) other program
characteristics that affect transportation services. Except
where noted, program funds can be used for both operating
expenses and purchasing vehicles.

As meationed on page 5 several groups have prepared in-
ventories of Federal programs providing transportation.
Our inventory is not identical to other inventories because
either our information differed or our concept of the in-
ventory differed. For example, the George Washington Univer-
sity inventory does not list programs according to catalog
numbers. Several programs it listed as separate programs,
such as Family Health Centers and Neighborhood Health Centers
in HEW, are listed as one program--Community Health Centers--
in the catalog. Others, such as the Office of Rural Develop-

ment in HEW, do not provide funds for transportation programs.

The HEW Region IV iaventory lists 88 programs that provide
transportation. We identified 50 programs not included

in this iaventory and excluded 22 programs that were in

the inventory because (1) some programs that were listed in
the 1975 catalog used by HEW to compile its list are not 1in
cthe 1976 catalog we used, or vice versa, (2) infcrmation

we obtained concerning a program's use of funds differed
from information in the HEW inventory, or (3) some pro-
grams listed in the HEW inventory provide money for an
activity tangential to providing transportation. For
example, HUD's Comprehensive Planning Assistance Grant
Program provides mnoney for planiiing only; transportation
planning may be included as part of a plan. HEW

included this program in its list; we did not.
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR (RANSPORTATION \F PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program tranaportatiol
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eligibility| Other program
.xency Iitle number e _ _gosls _t9 {000 opitted) criteris information
wiitce of Fducation- | Vocational 113.502 Develop and operate model |School or fleldis 9,849 | tnavajlable |Students in kindergarten |Punds may not be used
Ture. _TQTTEpgiﬂn tducation~ occupational educetion trips through grade 12 and in for the operation of
and 11 Technical '[nnnvatlnn programs junior or community velifcles
au ! colleges, high school i
| dropouts
I
0ftice ot Faucarion=| cducationaliyl3.a27 Strenxthen State-operated j[Education pro- 95,869 |8 2,109 [Handicapped children |Federal officlals
At Fea artior | Deprived prograns for handicapped (gram sites under age 21 who have not discourage purchase
For the & adicanped | Childrena children completed grade 12 !of transportation
_ Handicapped ‘equipment
!
i
Hardicapped (13,444 St purt experimental pre-|Lducation pro- 22,000 1,100 |Handicapped children Federal cfficials
Farly (hild- schonl .4 early childe gram sites functioningz at less than lencourage lease
hood Asgie- hood pro, ns a third grade level ‘rather than purchase of
tarce ‘transportation equip-
ment .,
handi.apped §13.4665 Fstablish regional centergClasses and 16,000 35 |Aurally or visually

Intovattve
Programs-
Teat-Blind
LCentors

to provide special diag-
nostic and training
servives

diagnostic
centers

handicapped children,
or those with learning
dtsabilities

|
|
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“FORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IX SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

[ S 76
Fatimated Fatimated
Provide prograr transportation
TPTo vatalr, Program transpor:ation | obligarions costs Mafor client eligihility] Other program
Title rumber . goil3 to __ (000 ohitted) criteria tnfo
cbducrrronallv 13 oo teand and {mprove educa-| Occasional S 97,0n0 $ a/ 1,015 ]Children of migratory Funds may not be
Depriesd !ll' 4l programs to meet 11eld trips agricultural workers or | used to purchase
Ch ldrer- t*e teee, of children of |and ather of migrator fishermen transportation
My, rants w1, vater, agricultural sunools equipment
wotre rs or f{shermen
Edmnu'mallyl 13.431 | txpand and {mprove educa-|Occasioral 27,459 8/277 | All children placed in a | Funds may not be
Deprived tional programs to .ceet field trips State institution for the| used *o purchase
thildren 1o the needs of 1nstitution-] and other neglected or delinquent transportation
1St ate allized children achools or in an adult correc- cquipment
TAdinimisterod tionul fnstitution
In-titutiong
yerving
e Neplicted or
~J Dl guent
fhtldren
follw - ' 13.433 | Sustain and augment {u Supplement 59,000 100 | Children of low-income
Through ! primary grades gains local agency families, with at least
| childrin from low-income | transportation half being graduates of
! familics make in Head a full-year Head Start
Start and other preachool or similar preschool
progrny progrum
*ducatfonal-| 13,512 [Stimulate increased State [Uccasional S 16,374 $ a/166 Educationally deprived | Funds may not be used
v D prroed and local tunding for fleld trins children |tc purchase transpor-
(haldron- clementary and secondary jand otnet tation equipment
Specral education schools l
Incirtr e '
wratts i
|
.
W el ! CLA25 e |9 18,447
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or educational
activities

in local educacional
agencles

te » = - .
SUMMARY OF INFNRMATION ON FEDFRAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GUALS
_____ FY_76
|
! ; Eatimated katimated
1 Provide program transpnrtatlod
roprn Catalog Prouram tranaportation | obligationa costsa Malor client elfpibility] Other program
e VI L twmber goals ! to (000 nbftted) criteria information
Tapectal : 13482 i Assist low-income Occasional S 23,000 Unavailable Students with academic
furvices ' y studenes, physically firld trips patential who need ser-
tor Tiss ! ; tiandicapped students, vices to help them with
atynr tapnd 0 § and/or students with rtheiy postsecondary
SUrlents | ) Mimited toglishespeabing education
1 ; ability with postsecon-
; | dary education
Tale t b1 yank I fo fdintity vouths of Visft collogen 6,000 Unavallable Secondary sachool studentd
' aatdh l fitanctal or cultural arient new of {{uancial or cultural
i aved with exceptlonal students neeu with exceptional
, } porential for post- potential for post~
! necondary edncatlonal secondary cducatfon,
! tratuing and assist them
in obraining admission
. to pust sccondary schoold
{pward 13,492 | Generate skill and moti-| Field trips snﬁ 38,331 S 4,791 Students must meet Funds may not be
"bound | vatton for edwational to and from income criteria and be iused to purcnase
, wuctess hovond high home characterized as academi#trnnsportatton
P oactaol acong luw-fncame tiwke for tolleye equipment
ey prople ciducation
s ez s 4
1rdyan 13,94 | Provide «lemontary and Project site 22,700 1,125 Indian (bhildren enrolled
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGCRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE

IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

Lduration

kY 76
‘ Estimated Estimated
i Provide progran transportation
‘?;'n,.:rnm Catalog Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eligibility| Other program
Aper L ditle énumber goals to nirred) criteris information
CHrgee 2P toations "Indian | 13.535 | Improve educaticnal Fducation site |$ $ 300 Ind{an children
G of Dhediaen Jdducattons i opportuni ties for Indfan jand fleld
Pl vy ane l..“[\mu:d e tal tripe
Proptans anst !
Frofeots ‘
Irdian 13.536 | Plan, develop and imple- |Education site 75 Indians at least 16 years
Fducation- ment programns for Indian {and field old
Adult Indian trips
Fducation
o Indlan 13.551 | Provide elementary and Education site 1 Indian children
> JFducat lon- secundary nehoot and fleld
Lrants to trips
Non-local tor judran ¢
ol J
Educational ldcen
Agencies
i $ s 1,521
suliratal ,
i ot ttueations Carver 13.5% | Demonstrate the mosg Work sites 12 Students in career
Otfice of Co-cer Education effective career educa~- education programs
fdveatinn ) tion tectiniques and
t
Tetal, Otfice of ! £2,928631 | s 30,969
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SUMMART b INFORMATION ON }FDFRAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PFOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROCRAM GOALS

FY 76
‘ i Eatimated Fatimated
' i Provide program transportation
Lram . Catalog | Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eligibilicy| Other program
Lt numter | goa's to__ (000 opitted) criteria information
TOid | 13600 Provide coprilensive wead Start 5T, 500 g 64,610 Children age 3 to age of
Lovebopront ! tealt', ctucational, centers or compulsory school
head Start nutritional, soclal ard ticld trips attendsnce. At lease 90
sther services to pres percent of them shsll be
: . schnal ecoromically dis- from low-income families,|
advantayged (hildren and and not less than 10 per-
. | their families cent of enrollment must
| be available for handi-
capped children,
Sative 13.612 | To promote economic and Social services| 26,100 1,300 | An Amertcan ladian,
Anertcan | sncial selfesufficiency funded with Native Hawalian or
Proyrams for Arcricar Indians, hative Alaskan
lﬂarive Hawaijans and Americans
Alaskans Program funds
Kunawgy 13,623 !Tu develop local facili- [Social eer- 7,000 tnavailable Runaway youths under 18
Youth '(ios to address the vices, court, who leave home witlout
'1mmod£at? needs of run- sheltered permission
away youth in a manner homes or their
which {8 nutsfde the law {own h mes
| enforcement and juvenile
Tjartice Lyctens
Retabilitas 13,024 1To provide vocational Vocational 720,309 b/24,491 Persons with a physical

1o
vices and
Faoilities-
Basic
Support
Progran

e

Irevahilitation scrvices
Eto prrsons with mental
rand obysical handicaps

rehabylitation
services such
as sheltered
workshopa

or mental disability
that consitut€8 or
results in a substantial
handicap to employment
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS TRAT PROVIDE FCR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT CF PROGRAM (NALS

Yisﬂf{lltles’
Fe—~orstra-
tinn Facili-
ties ard
iraicing

( Aversit:
Affiliated
facilities)

|
|

specialized gervices to
persens with developmene
tal disabilities

affiliated
treatment
facility for
tests

mental disabilities

FY 76
| I Estimated Estimated
‘ Provide program trnnuports:101
D-oaram Catalog ] Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eligibility| Other program
Tutie ! numbe r ] Roals to {000 opitted) criteria information
"Vacatioral 13,625 I Provide recessar rehas \ocational s 102,592 Unavailable Disabled individuals who
xeta lita- { o1litation services to rehahilitaton receive benefits under
t{on er- ; diaatb$tir, teneticlaries | services the Social Security
vices for ) to caat le thelr retum ¢ Dlsability Beneticiary
Sucial | gaintul employment Program or under the
Seaurftv Suppliemental Security
Disa*1lits Income Program
deneficiarieq
Supplerental | ot PP reessary reha- | Vocational $2,722 Unavailable Supplenental Security
teurtts . aggignec |+ 1 services to rehabilitation Income recipients who
v oetio-al ' stal Security services have rehabilitation
Re ahylita- { Trcome beneficiaries potential
tfon Prapram
CMeveloomentall 13,620 Help States meet needs of Needed serviced 31,538 $ 946 Peraons having mental
Disabilitiesq persons disabled by such as retardation, cerebral
Rasic suppory mental retardation or a | aneltered work+ palsy, epilepsy, autism,
neurological condition shops and and similar conditions
which orpinates before diagnostic which orignated before
ape 18 centers age 18
Fevelupmert ) 13,631 | Lemonstrate new or A conference 13,610 Unavailable Persons with develap- 25 percent of
Diat{litics 1 proved service tech- or as part of mental disabilities funds are to be
Sprofal niques a demanstratior used for pro-
Frotects project jects of
Naticnal signi-
‘ ficance
“tv«lnpﬂrntaﬂ 13,632 To train people to give | A university 4,250 Unavailable Persons with develop~
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{MMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS TMAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEQPLE
IN SUPPOR; OF PROGKAM GOALS
FY 76
i
Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Prigran Cataleg Program transportaticn | obligations costs Major client eligibility] Other program
e Agency Title nuymher goals to 000 ohitted) criteris {information
Special 13.633 | Melp State and local Facilitate 5 110,000 S 15,624 Elderly persons
ntie A Prograns for agencles develop come access to
the Aging= prehensive and coordi- othe: services
State nated social service
Agencies systens for older
Actfvities persons
and Area
Plenning
and “ocial
Service Pro-
grams(Title
1)
spectal 13,434 | Demonstrate new Senior citizend 13,800 855 Elderly persons
programs for approsches, techniquen centers ad
tte Aging- and methods which hold medical clinicsy
Title IIT, pronise to cortribute
1ection 306 toward meaningful living
“ode} Pro- for the elderly
tecta cn
Ag )
Spes tal 13,635 | To provide older Aner{- | Nutrition aftes m,m &/ 5,680 Persons 60 or over and Only 20 percent
programs For cans with low 109t nutri< and recreatior their spouses of a State's
The Aging- tion meals, health ser- cente~s allotment for
Nutritfon vices, education and Title VII can be
Programs For counseling, ovtreach used for suppor=
The Flderly social{zation and tive services
{(Title VII) recreation fncluding transe
— portation
Subrotal $1,655,132 |$ 113,506
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS
FY 76
' fstizated Estimated
) Provide program transportation
| At 1loy Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eli{gibility] Other program
T et o (000 omitted) criteria information
)
I 13,39 | Provide drug abuse treat-|Drug trearment |$ 122,135 {linavailsble Narcotic addicte and Federal officials
! {ment and rehabiiitaton centers drug dependent persons encourage leasing
rather than pur-
| chasing vehicles
el u!r'.' 13,237 | Yupport State mental Mental health 5,119 $ 104 Persons in need of mental] Transportation is
nespital hospital prolects farilities health services an optional ger=
I~provemert vice depending
Grants on the project
within a State's
mental hospital
program
~J
[ .arcotic 11,239 | Provide civil commitment |Drug trestment 764 | Unavailable Narcotic addicts Federal officials
Addfce? Reha- and »f{ter-care services {centers encourage lessing
bilitatron toe addicts rather than pur-
Act Contracts chasing vehicles
Camunity 13.240 | Provide facilities and Community 132,830 | Unavailable Persons who reside in thel Funds may not be
“ental Health improve organization and [mental health designated community used to purchase
Cetterss allocatfon of mental services mental health center arcd transportation
statffrg and health services equipment
Conetruction
alcnhol 13.252 {Control and prevent Alcohol treat- 50,001 2,859 Problem drinkers and
enorstration alcoholisr ment centers their families
Pregrams
Alcohol 13,257 | Help States plan for Aleohol treat- 55,500 | Unavailable People in local communie { Tranaportation must
Foroula alcotolinem prevention, ment centers ties in need of programs | support & State's
Grants treatinent and rehabilira- “a¢ alcohol abuse and plan
tion services alcohalism
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SIMMARY UF INFURMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM COALS
FY 76
Fstimated Estimateg )
. Provide program transpartatio
Il, Ko Caraloyg Fropram transpottation | obligations conts Mator (lent eliglbility| Uther program
- PR S MER Y] number FALIL) to (000 chitted) criteria information
R e {4 ntal 13.291 {stimilate {nnovative Mental healeh  §$ 25,808 } Unavailable Children and thetr Funds mey not be
(S Thealat- arproaches to childrin's jcervers famities who need mental | used to purchase
M ldres’s menral health problams health services transportation
i Servioen equipment
' T
feug Ahuse 11,2649 { Support State drug abuse {Drug treatment 35,000 | Unavailable People in need bf drug Transportation
Preventior prevention plans centers abuse programs is an optional
Formila . service depending
Grarts on a State's
plan
:.l e bal P30 ficlp states o aleobol Al ohol treat- 2,760 % 81 Poople in need of
b Al ol atuse ond alcobtsliem ment centers alcohol trestment pro-
Profects prevent{on ciforta grams
¢ xmmunity 13,295 | Provide comprehensive Commun{ity 8,559 | Unavailable Persons in need of mental] Funde may not be
Mental HealtH mental health gservices Mental Health health services used to purchase
{enterd (om= Centers transportation
preteunlve equipment
tervices
Support
wtrotal I $ 438,536 | § 3,046
Pt Ifc bowit cervices IC.‘ [SELERT 13.266 | stimulate development of {Clinice or 3,500 | Unavailable Children with elevated “unds may not be
s ane leadetased vompretensive leadebased jdoctors in blood lead levels used to purchase
Corerad Payut patut potsoning tontrol vmeTrRenLy aite or operate trans=
Poisoniry programs vations in portation equip-
tontra. which lead-base. ment
| paint poisoning
18 suspe-ted or
’ has occurred
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDLRAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FO.. TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GDALS

FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Program Catalog Program transportation { obligations caste Major client eligibilityj Other program
Ayemcy | Title number goals to (000 opitted) criteria junformation
[ARRNIIN 13.26. { Suppor: Comrunicable Clinicsfor $ 24,800 Unava.lable Persons suffering from Funds may not be
Control- Disecase Control programs [vaccine pree or susperted of suffering used to purchase
Project vintable from veneral disepse or { or operate trang=
crants uisease tests a vaccine preventable portation equip-
andfor treat- disease ment
ment
P tealt), Tervices-Croprehensfvej 13,210 [ Help States provide com~ |Vartous health 90,000 Unavailable People in need of health
boaltt (L9 Public Health prehensive health ser- services and mental health ser-
Adaf: ferrarion verices- vices vices
Formula
Crants
Crippled 13,211 | Improve medical services [Medical ser- 76,500 Unavailable Children under age 21
-~ Children's to crippled children vices who are crippled or are
Ln Lervices suffering from a crip-
pling condition
Farily 13.217 | Provide educational, Clinics or a 75,135 Unavailable Persons desiring family
Pla tiry compretensive medical physician's planning servicesa who
Projects and social services office or from would not otherwise
needed for planned clinics to have access to them
purenthond hospital
emergency rooms
Comrunity 13,224 | Provide comprehensive Health centers 196,648 5 6,686 Individuals in medically
tealth health services to undersarved areas
Centera tedically underserved
I communities
+ 1
llnd(n" 13,228 | Provide full health ser- | Medical facily- 237,387 (Unavailable Members of an eligible
PHealth vices and eniourage ties tribe, village, group
Indian « »runities to or band ot Indians

|Sfrv1ces
!

manage thelr own
health programs

IT XIaN3ddv
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FE. LRAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEQPLE
IN SUPPOAT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
Eatimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Progeam fotalox Program transportation [ obligations ccats Major client eligibility| Other program
AN 4 Title nmber goala to (L0 ohirted) criteria information
Materral and 13,232 |Reduce infant mortalfty [Medical serviceds 219,200 Unavailable Mothers and children in
v Crild vealthn and retardation and need of health care
Cotaerratd - Serwlces improve the ‘eelth of
Lootared muthers and children
Miyrant 13,246 | Provide medical care for [Health centers 25,000 $ 900 Migratory and seasonal
iealth (rants migrant workers and their agricultural workers
fantlics and their families
Fmgrgency 13,284 | Provide area-wide emer- |Hospitals on an 29,115 Unavailable Citizens served by
Medical gency medical services vwergency basis regional emergency
- Yervi.es svstems natfonally and medical servicen
> {mprove patient care systems
Subt stal $ 948,985 $ 7,586
PNt owaln Ceriie- [arcer 13,397 | fstablish cancer centers [Cancer treats 31,669 Unavailable Cancer patients
Sattunol lnalolatea b (Centers ment centers
bealrs sup purt
Total, Public nealth
ervice $1,649,490 $ 10,632
ol et ilea | Child 13,707 | Fatanlish, extend, and Fonter children 46,000 | Unavatlable |Families and childrea {n [Funds may nut be
tin o seest o Welfare stiengthen services proe |to get to ser- need of ger-ices us2ed to purchase
services vidid by pub’ic weltare {vices or to transportation

(Title IV-B)

programs to prevent
neglect, abuse, exploita-
tion or delinquency of
children

visi{t parents
or te return
ruru. v youth§
to .ir homes

equipment

ITI XIANZ4ddv
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPOMTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGPAIM GOALS
FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program :tensportntioq
Program GCatslog Program transportation | obligations costs Major clienc er1gibility) Other program
Agency Title rumbey gonals to {000 ohitted) criteria information
S$ncial ard Pengbilita- | Medical 13,714 'Help States pay medical Emergency and | $ 8,456,000/ Unavailable Moot persons receiving
tio~ Service~ Continued Assistance assistance on behalf of ron-emergency Supplemental Security
Program- cash assistance recipientd medical ser- Income; all persons
itedicaid or other medically needy | vice receiving Aid to
(Title XTY) Families with Dependent
Children

Work ‘Incen- 13,748 [Provide child care and Social services 115,000} $ a/1,100 |Welfare recipients Funds may not be
tived fro- needed services to Atd to | such as child- covered by Ald to used to purchase
grame (hild Famtlics with Dopendent care, family Famlliecs with Dependont or opurate trangs=
Cate= Children recipients who planning and Children who are requiredfportation equipe
Emplovment are WIN registrants counseling to or voluntarily ment
Related register for work or
Supportive trainirtg
Services
Public 13,754 |Provide potentfal and Social or 15,548 Unavailable Any porson in Cuam, Funds may not be
Assistance current public assistance | medical ser=- Puerto Rico, or Virgin used to purchase
Socfal recipients services to vices Islends who may becowme trensnortation
services enable them to attain cr recipients of welfare cauireent

retain the least level of funds for the blind,

dependence on public disabled, aged, or a

agsistance dependent child
Public 13,761 |Provide Federal financiel | Clients as a 5,897,604|Unavai lable Needy families with Funda may not be
Asu.8tance- assisrance to States for | work expense dependent children used to purchase

Maintenance
Auwaigtance
(State ALd)

Public Maintenance

or for special
needs, such as
for medical
trips

deprived of parental supe
port or care and familiesn
with children nceding
emergency welfare assise
tance; destitute repatri-
ates, 1In guam, Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin
Islands, only the needy
who are aged, blind, per-
manently or totaily dis-
ablel are eligible,

or operate transe
portation equip-
ment. Transpore
tation {5 an item

to be deducted in
calculating an Afld
to Families with
Dependent Children
payment computation
for "earned income."
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAME ThAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEUPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS
. FY 76
tstimated 'Fstimu:-d
Provide program transportation
Progren Catalog Program transportation | o ligations costs Major cli{ent eligibllity|Cther program
e ey Title nynber goals to {000 opirted) criteria information
Soalrl and RO atil- Sacial 13.771 |Help Status provide Social servicesj $2,199,000 [$ 33,600 Recipients of Aid to Funds may not te
Catdom vt ewe Services social services to public | such as day Families with Dependent 'USfd to putchare
Cotiomd tor Tow assistarce reciplents and | care centers, Children, Supplementsry [tranusportation
- Inc.tae and other 1w tncome persons health clinics, Security Income, or State{equipment
Public meal gites supplementary payment
Auststance recipients an” thoue
Roctplents eligible for Medicaid
(T4t XX)
Retuger 13,762 (relp Cuban refugees find | Resetile Cuban 84,700 45 Cuban refugees lawfully
Adsistance- homes, training, and jobs | refugees admitted to the U,S,
Cubar and alleviate financial
=1 Refuge. s impuct on State and local
9]
resources for weltare and
hedical assistance to
refugees
e {al 13,769 |10 Yelp refupien tym Joh anterviews, 16,/81  |Unavailable Vietuam and Cambydian
Asnistance Wb odfa and Vietnwun doctors’ refugves in alien status
to Refugers wttle throughout the offtces and with documentatfou evi-
from CouL ey vther places dencing thelr refugee
Canbudia and status
Vietnam in
the Tnited
Ylates
sw toral 516,910,633 |5 34,745
DAL, DERAr MBS 822,743,686 |§ 189,852

OHPALIH L FDUCATION
NomtlPARE
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SUHMARY OF TRPCRMATION ON FELEBAL FROGRAMY TIHAT PROVIDE FOIL TPANSTORIATION 01 PYORLE
IN SUPPOPT UF PROGRAM GUALS
- FY 7k
i Estimated Eatimaded [
! | Provide progvam transportation
Progtan ;(-ltn:rv“ Pregram t=anaportation | obligations toets Major client eligibility| Other program
R Apency N Hele _gneter U L2} L S FUURE L SR 00 ontrendy 1 erirerta o Hinfarmatfon .
U SN ! !
O ! ;
Cifice of Community Cormmunity {14,218 bevelon decent housing Various com= $ 2,353,105 |$ 6,468 Persons meeting the funds can be used
Plawi~g nd Tevelonp ert I and expand eccnomic munity pro= poverty levels set by for tiansporiation
‘ Blark Crnmn‘ opportunities nrincipally | jects, alag, Office of Management and | onlv after all
Fatirlemeat | HHor 1ow and + derare peneral pur- Budget and who llve in other availatle
Grante ' Hrcome peracny pose trang= over-crowed housing arcas Bout.es have
\ ! portation been exhausted
' : { ' offered
1
TOTAL, DEPARIMENT OF \ $ 2,353,108 s 6,468
HOUSTNG AND URMAN
DBEVIT ey NT ]
sOIMPARDMENT OF INTERICR H
Purrau of Indian » Indian ‘ 15.108 Develop vocational train- | Jobs or wvuca- 33,221 5_/1_276 Persons with 1/4 or move
Affairs l Fmployment ing and employment oppor=- ; t.onal trai iing Indian blood with priovity
1 Assistance I tunities I sites on or off] glver tn those living on
i I' the reservatior or rear an Indian reser-
1 ) va'fon
1ndisn ! 15,149 Assure tiousing for chila ' School 6,00C al222 Children with 1/4 or
Edncatfon = idren attending publie more Indian blocd
dorritory |schools
Operations ‘ ;
: !
Indtan " 15,110 Pevelop edu atlonal School 132,941 /4,892 Children with 1/4 or
Fducation = ‘ loprortur fties for Indian more Indian blood
tederal ~“nildren
S.hools l } l
'
!
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FCR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS
FY 76
FEstimated Estimated
Provide program transportaticn
Program Catalog Program trangportation | obligations costs Hajor client eligibility| Other program
Agency Title number seals to (000 ~itted) criteria information
Bureau of Indian Indian 15,130 |Assure adequate educa=- School $ 30,952 $ n Children with 1/4 or Funds may not be
Aftairs- Continued Education- tional opportunities for more Indian blood with used to purchase
Assistance Inctan children atrending priority given to those transportation
To Schools public schools and living on or nesr Indian {equipment
tribally operated schools reservations
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF $ 202,714 |§ 6,371
INTERIOR
DEPARTMFNT 0OF JUSTICE
Law Erfor-ement Juventle 16,517 |Develop and implement Services, 21,875 219 Persons under age 18
Ass{stance Justice approacies to prevent counseling, and
Adminiotration Delinquency juvenile delinquency recreation
Prevent{on
Spectal
Emphasis
Preventicn
and Treat-
ment
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT $ 21,825 |8 219
OF JusTICE

XIaN3Iddv
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROCRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
£stimared Estimated
Provide program transportatlon
Program Custalog Program transportation | cbligations costs Major client eligih{iity] Otl._~ program
Agency Title number goala to {000 opitted) criteria information
DEPARTMENT. 2L, LABOR
Erploynent and Apprentice- 17..70 [promote employment of Program $ 13,591 Unavailable [Economically disadvan- Federal officials
Training Administration ship Linorities through -se of |activities taged, unemployed or discourage the
Qutreach lapp renticeship programs underemployed persons puerchase of trans=
portation equip=
ment and digcourage
contracting with
third parties to
provide trans-
portation,
Generally, trans-
bortation is provided
pnly for the fireat
ek {n the pro-
e
Employment 17.207 | Provide servizes to Job interviews, 573,200 | Unavajilable |Persons seeking employ-
Cervice individuals for employ« |primarily ment
ment preparation and/or
placement and to employ-
ers necking qualified
individaatls
Job Corps 17.211 [Assist young individuals |Assigisent 14,702 | % 4,400 iPersons age 16 through ?1 [fhe agency
who need and can benefi{t }center, howme, who are e wnomically dis- pncourages leasing
from an intensive educa- [place of employ ladvantagea or are from kransportation
tional ana vocational ment and related such a family and who behiclea rather
training program activities jare free of serious than purchaae
behavioral disordera he vehicles

I1 X1dNdddv¥
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PRC7RAM GOALS

FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program tranzportation
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations wuste Major client eligibilicy] Other program
Agency Title __}numher goals ) (000 opitted) criterin tnformat {on
Frop Lo gt apt Wirrh 12,226 | Move ALd to Famidde, wiehl Joba ur teagne §5 400,000 [ 3,900  |Welfate rociplents the program pays
Lraintog Almin steattonf Incentive bependeat Childr.n ing saltes covered by Ald to for trafning
Continued Program reciplents ‘v employment Famil{eg with Dependent related expenses
(WIN) by trainirg, social ser- Children including at least
vices, jrp placement and $1 a day for
other services travel
Nat{onal 17.228 | Provide occupational Program activi~ 12,311 {Ungvadlable Perrons age 16 or ove: Federal Lificials
On=The=lob training for uncmployed |ties who are economically digscou gge the
Training and underemploved disadvantaged, unemployed [purchase of
persons or undersmplo,ed equipment and
discourage con=
tracting with
third partiea to
provide trane-
portation.GCenerally,
transportatbn is
provided only fot
the first week
in the program
Farm Workers | 17,230 | Enable migrant farm Progrem-gelated 75,704 Fnavaﬁlnble §°°“gm}°“11y disadvan~
(migrant and workers to find eczonomi~ activities age: arm workera and

other
seasonally
emplcyed
farn worker
programs)

cally viable alternatives
to seagonal agricultural
labor

thelr dependents who
durfing the 18 months pre-
ceeding thelr application,
had ecarned at lesst 50
percent of income for 12
rongecutive months as
farm workers

I1 XIdN3ddv¥
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROCRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEQPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
l Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations .a3%8 Major client eligibility| Other program
Agency Title number goals to {000 omitted) criceria information

Exployrent and Comprehen- 17,232 | Provide job tralning and | Work sites, $ 5,333,420} Unavailahle |Persons ecomomically dis-

Teaining Admin{stration sive employment opportuni:iies | training advantaged and who are

Continued Employment for economically dis- centers, educa- unemployed for 30 days
and Training advantaged,unemployed,or | tional centers, or wao are underemployed
Programs underemplovad persons and counseling
(CETA}
Employment 17.233 | Support employmen: and Relocate and 14,273} Unavailable |Unemployed, unceremployed
and Training training studies find a job and workers displaced
Research and because of foreign
Develppment importa

oo} Projacts
W
tndian 17.234 | Assist Indisns or others | Enployment and 61,778 tnavailable | Economically disadvan=
Employment of Native American trairniag pro- taged unemployed or unders
and Training di .cent through employment| grams employed Indians or Nativ
Programs and training programo Americana
Senior 17.23% | Provide work opportuni~ [Employment 30,000 Unevailabie |Economically disadvar- Funua may not be
Community ties in community sere or enploy- taged peraons age 55 or jused to purchase
Service vice activities for low- 'ment-relatea over or operate trans=-
Employment income persons age 55 andjactivi ties portation equip-
Program older who are economi- knant
(Title IX) cally disadvantaged
Subtotat $ 6,655,979 § 8,300
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUTPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 15 —_—
l Ffatimated Estimated
Provide program !transportation|
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations costs Major client el{gitility Other program
Agency Title number goals to (000 ohitred) criteria infoomation
Burcau of Inter- Trade 17.400 | As<.st workers adversely |Training con- $ 60,000 [Unavailsble Workers advewsely affec~ jFunds may not be
national Labor Affafir~: Adjustment ’ affected by increase iIn cucted cutside ted by imports used to purchase
Agsistance- imports of goods com= the local oY opernte transe
Workers petitive with that pro- community portation equip=
duced by workers' firm ment. Transpor=
tation {s generally
provided through
client reimburse-
mint
TOTAL, UtPARTMEKT OF $6,715,979 |5 B,300
LABOR
DEPARTMINT OF
Federal Highway Rural High= | Not Increase mobility of A variety of 15,000 15,000 General public Only for areas of
Adminfstration way Public assigned | people in rural areas destinations \ 50,000 or less
Transporta- } people, Funds
tion Demonw available for
stration operations are
Program limited to 30 p'r~-
(section 147) cent of totai nro-
gram obligatiun
but there is no
limit on a project
by pro,ect basis
Carpool Not Enhance use of existing |Work, generally 539 539 General publis Vehicles muat be
Demonstra=- assigned highways and parking suitable for
tion Pro- facf{licies ooling. Funds
jects ——— ngy not be used
— for the operation
of vehicle»
$ 15,539 $ 10,539
Total, Federal
Highway
duinistration

I1 XIAN3d4dV
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL P OGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
Eatimated Estimated
Provide program transpartation
Program Catalog Program transpartation | obligations costs Major client eligibility] Other progiam
Agency Title number gosals to (000 opitted) criteria information

Urban Mass Capital 20,500 | Acquire, construct or A vuriety of
Transportation Improvement improve mass transit destinations $1,091,337 {§1,091,337 General public Funds may not be
Acmin{stration Grants~ facilicien vsed for operat-

Section 3 ing equipment

Grants

Capital 20.501 | Acquire, construct or A variety of 816 816 General publie Funds may not be

Improvemeat improve mass traneit destinations used for operat-

Loans fac{lities {ng equipuent

Urban Mass 20,506 | Demonstrate new masa A variety of 7,000 7,000 General public

Transporta- transit facilitf{es tech- jdestinations

tion Demon~- niques and methoda

stration

Grants

Urhan Mass 20.507 | Acquire, construct or A variety of 390,200 390,200 General public Only for areas of

Transporta= improve mess transit destinations 50,000 or wore

tion Capital facilities or pay operat- people

and Operating ing expense to improve

Assistance P continue mass transit

Farmula s —vice

Granta-Sec

tion 5 Crants

Capftal Not Acquire mass transit A variety of 4/22,000 d4/22,000 For elderly and hand;~ [Funds may not be

Assistance assigned fac{litf{es for elderly destinations capped persons, Others lused for operat-

To Private and handicapped people may ride on an 'lnciden- [ing equipwent

Nonprofit tal” baais

Organi +3-~ !

tions=

Section

16(b)(2)
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPFORT OF PROGRA GQALS
FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations costs Major client eligibility] Other program
Agency Title numbe ¢ goals to (000 opitted) criteria information
Yrhen Mass Interstate |Not Substitute masa transic | A variety of $ 337,495 }S 137,493 General public Only for areas of
?}unsportation Transfer assigned | projects for Interstate | destinations 50,000 or more
Addristration Grants Highuoy segments people. Funds may
Continued not be used for
e the operation of
vehicles
Urban Not Federal-Aid Highway funds| A variety of 23,438 23,438 General public Funds may not be
Systems asgigned | f'r mass transit and des:inations used for the
Granta transit related facili~ operation of
ties and specfal use vehicles
highways
Total, Urban Masa $ 1,872,286 |$ 1,872,286
Transportation
Administration
Nztional Mighway State and 20,600 | Provide coordinated Hospitals on 99,671 3,349 Hust be sick or {njured [Only ambulances can
Traffic Safety Community national highway safety | an emergency be purchased
Adninistration Highway basis
Safety
Progrem
TOTAL, DEPARTMENT OF $ 1,987,496 |5 1,801,174
TRANSPORTATION el PRruE S LA
ACTION
Foster 72.001 | For tre elderly poor, Volunteer 28,347 4,774 Luw-income persons age Children receliving
Grand- develop volunteer oppor- | assignments 60 and over Foster Grandparent
parents tunities to help ctil= and for offie care are nct eligi=~
ble for transpor-

dren

cial project
activitier

tation
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROCRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOFLE
IN SUPFORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

LB

FY 76
Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation
Program Catalog Program transportation | obligations costs Hajor client eligibility] Other program
Agency Title number goals to (000 opitced) criteria information
ACTION- Continued Retired 72.002 Develop cummunity ser- Project sites |$ 17,500 [Unavallable Pergons age 60 or over ecipients of RSVP
Senior vice opportunities for who are retired and able |services are not
Volunteer retirees to work eligible for transe
Program portation services.
(RSVP) There i3 a $1,75
a day limit per
volunteer far
transportation
VYolunteers 72.003 Supplement community Project sites 22,300 s 744 Volunteers Funds may not be
In Service efforts to eliminate used to purchase
To “merica poverty through full- transportation
(V'STA) time volunteers leguipment. Recipi-
ents of VISTA seras
hrices are not eligi-
lbie for transpor-
tatlon services,
olunteers are
paid 12¢ ner mile
only $f th . .-
ject where the
volun.eer works
kannot pay for
the transportation
Senior 72.008 | Provide companion for Project asites 4,545 351 Actl.ed volunteers age Recipients of
Companion adult with special needs 60 or over whe meet SCP servicea are
Program ~lTION poverty guldelines hot eligible for
(5CP) and can pass an arnusl tranaportation
phyaical exsmination services

L
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SUMMARY OF FEDERAL PROCRAMS THAT PROVIDE TRANSPORTATION
IR SUPPORAT OF PROGRAM GOALS
JLOCAL YTAR 1976
Estimated Estimated
Provide program transportation|
Program Catalog Program tranaportation | obligat(ona conts Major client oligibility] Other program
Agenry Title numbet poals Lo (D00 otiltted) criteria information
ACTION-Continued MiuieGranty 72,010 | Mobilize volunteers Project sites |$ 500 {$ S0 |Volunteers Granta cannot
- exrceed $5,000.
TOTAl , ACTION $ 13,192 S 5,919
ADPAJACHIAN REGIONAL Appalachian 23,004 | Develop and {mplement Comprehznafve 37,942 266 |Recipients of health and [Project must be
COMMISSION Health heslth demonstration health care child developrment sere experimental,
Programs projects in Appalachia facilities vices 1imited to 5
lyears, and operated
mithin the Appala-
lchian Region,
Appalachian 23,011 | Improve economy of Social Sere 8,761 70 lPeople who reside in an
State Appalachia through re- vices Appalachian State
Regearch, search, technical assig=~
Technical tance and demonstration
Assistance projects
and Demon~
stration
Projects
Appalachian 23.013 |[Provide child development|Day care 20,312 1,219 |[Children up to age 6 and
Child services and help States [centers, school their mothere
Development plan for these services [medical centers
TOTAL, APPALACHIAN $ fl-,gl_S 5 1.555

REGIONAL COMMISSION
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PROGRAM GOALS

FY 76
Estimated Fatimated
Provide program transpertation
Program Catalog Program transportation | obiigations costs Major client aligibility| Other program
Agercy Title number poals to {000 ohitted) criteria tnformation
COMMIINITY SERVICES Comnunity 49,002 | Enable the poor to parti-|A variety of $ 310,000 } § 15,180 (Low-income fnrmilies and
ADMINISTRATION Action= cipate in community social services individuals vho meet
(Sections activities; eliminate CSA poverty guldilires
212 and 221) poverty
Cormmunity 49,005 | Climina-e hunger and Nutritional and 26,200 550 [Persona suffering from
Food nnd malnutrition among poor [medical ser- hunger or malnutrition
Nutrition vices
Senfor Op- 49,010 | Fulfill needs of elderly |Senior citizen 10,000 | Unavailable }Low~income persons age
portunities poor personc centers, food 60 or older
and Ser- Btamp centersy,
vices (50S) and other
elderly pro=-
gramg
State 48,013 | Help States assist poor |A variety of 12,000 | Unavatlable |[Low-income families Funda may not
Economic 1 social services be used to pur-
Opportunity chdse trans=
Services portation equip=
ment
TOTAL, COMMUNITY $ 378,200 | § 15,730
SERVICES
ADMINISTRATION
SMALL BUSINESS
ADHINISTRATION Service 59.026 | Utilize experience of Project sites 635 448 (Program voluntcers Funds may not be
Corps of active and retired used to purchase
Retired businessmen _ — transportation
Executives equipment
and Active
Corpe of
Executives
44
TOTAL, SMALL R'FINESS | § -—622 $ —-—-§
ADMINISTRATION I
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SUMMARY OF INFOKMATION ON FEDERAL PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSPORTATION OF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT OF PRUGRAM GOALS
FY 76
Eatimated Fetimated
Provide program tranaportat{ion
Progiam Catatog Trogram transpyrtation | obitgationa costs Major client eligibility] Other program
Apency Title number Roals to {000 omitted) criteria infornation
VETFRANS ADIMINIS TRATTON
Departwent of Medicine | Communics 64.002 | Provide nursing home carelNursing facili«|$ 58,926 |$ 838 Veterana with service- Funds may not be
and Surgecy Nursing and atd {n hospital-to- |ties connected illnesses or used to purchase
Home Core home transition injuries transportacfon
equipmert,
Blind 64,007 | Provide socfal and health| Rehabiiftatton 2,430 8/ Veterans blindsd from & |Funds may not be
Veterans servites centers service~connected injury jssed to pwchase
Rehabiliza~ tranzportation
tion equipment
Centers
Veterans 64,008 afd In rerurning to Medical and 59,479 a/84b Veterans disabled from [Funds may not be
homiciliary community through medicalj social ser- a war injury, unemployed, [used to purchase
Care and social services vice centers or having no adequate transportation
meana of support equipment
Veterans 64,009 | Provide medical care for |Treatwent 2,540,435 8/36,263 Veterans di{sabled or age |Funds may not be
Hospitali=- veterans and/or depen- Lenter: 65 and over and qualfe~ jused to purchase
zation dents fied veterans' families transportation
equi rment
Veterang 64,010 | Provide sureing home care|Nursing hoows 124,323 a/1,768 Veterans requiring skilled’unds mey not be
Hursing for those not tuquiring nursing care lueed tc purchase
¥ame Care hospitalization transportation
lequipzent
Veterans 64,011 !Provide outpatient ser- (Outpatient 732,993 a/10,425 Vetevans with g service~ | Funds may not de
(:'utpatlenr vices clinice connected {njuiy, mirie [used to purchase
Core tary retirccsyand quali- | transportation

fied ,eterans’ families

equipment

IX XIaN3daw
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SUMMARY OF INFORMATION ON :EDERAL PROGW.MS THAT PROVIDE FOR TRANSFORTATION CF PEOPLE
IN SUPPORT Or PROGRAM GOALS

cmrn FY 76
t
[ Fatimated %Fmi'nntcd
l Provide program itransportation
Program ) Catalog Program » trauspcrtation | obligaticns costs Major client eligibility| Other program
Anence Title | number goals l to (CO0 ohitted) criterla information
{
Mpartment of Medicine | Veterans X 64,019 | Provide medical, social, |Rehabilitation {§ 91,314 $ a/1,299 Vetcrans with alcoliol Fynds may not be
evd Surpery-Cortinued |Rehabilita- , and vocational services |centers ar drug dependence vaed to purchase
tat{on~ for alcohol and/or drug transporration
Alcohol and i dependent veterans equi ment
Nrug }
Dr pendence |
Total, Depat -ment of i !s,,exe,xoo § 51,474
Melicine and . -merv t
Deparrment of Veterans |Automobiles 64,100 | Provide financial aid for|Anywhere 21,150 21,150 Veterans and active ser- |One-time direct
Benefits and Adaptive purchase of automobile vice personnel who have |payment not to
Equipment plus ad:ptive equipment a service-connected dis- [exceed $3,300
for Certaln ability and meet certain [for an automobile,
t{sabled eligib{lity tequirenents |and an adi{tional
Veterans and amount !ur adaptive
Members of equipment. Funda
the ~rme! H are not provided
Forces for the operation
of vehicles
Vocational 66,116 ! Reagtore emplovabllity Centers for 78,686 600 V‘eterans with s services
Rehabillca- vocational connected disabllity who
tion For cnunseliag and need vocattonal rehabili-
Disabled otter rehabili- tation
Veterans tation services
Total, Department of
Vetorans Stncfitu 22,808 130
TOTAL, VITFRANS $3,718,916 S 73,224
ADMINISTRATION
GRAND TOTAL OF ALL | £18,262,813 §2,199,260
PROGRAMS l
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APPENDIX III

APPENDIX III

CONGRESSIONAL COMMITTEES WITH AN INTEREST

IN PROGRAMS THAT PROVIDE

TRANSPORTATION FOR PROGRAM BENEFICIARIES

The following list shows the Senate and House fegislative
committees and appropriation subcommittees of the J35th Congress
that have an interest in the prograems we identified as grovidirg
transwortation for program beneficiaries. The Catalog - £
Federal Domestic Assistance identification number and program
name for each of the 114 programs are listed under the legis-—
lative committee and again under the appropriation subcommrittee.

SENATE

Committee on A-pcopriations:
Subcommittee on HUD and Independent Agencies:

14.218
64.002
64.007
64.008
64.009
64.010
64.011
64.019

64.100

64.116

Community Development Block Grants

Communicy Nursing Home Care

B.ind Veterans Rehabilitation Centers

Jeterans Domiciliary Care

Veterans Hospitalization

Veterans Nursing Home Care

Veterans Outpatient Care

Veterans Rehabilitation - Alcohol and Drug
Cependence

Automobiles and Adaptive Equipment for Certain
Disabled Veterans of the 2rmed Forces

Vocational Rehabilitation for Disabled Veterans

Subcommittee on Interior:

13,228
13.534

13.535
13.536
13.551

15.108
15.109
15.110
15.130

Indian Health Services

Indian Education Grants to Local Educational
Agenc.es

Indian Education - Special Programs and Projects

Indian Education - Adult Indian Education

Indian Education - Grants to Nonlocal Educational
Agencies

Indian Employment Assistance

Indi-.n Education Dormitory Operations

Indian Education - Federal Schools

Indian Education - Assistance to Schools
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APPENDIX III

Subcommittee on Labor, and Health, Education, and VWelfare:

i3.210

13.211
13.217
13,224
13.232
13,235
13.237
13,239
13.240

13.246
13.25.
13.257
13.259
13.26¢
13.268
13.269

3.28:
13.29
12,29%

17.397
1.« 0
13.42;
3.423

13.429
13.431

13.433
13.444
13.445

13.449
13.482
13.488
13.492
13.493
13.495
13.498
13.499
12.502
13.512

Comprehensive Public Health Services - Formula
Grants

Crippled Children's Services

Family Planning Projects

Community Health Centers

Maternal and Child Health Services

Drug Abuse Coimunity Service Program

Mental Health Hospital Improvement Grants

Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act Contracts

Community Mertal Health Centers - staffing
and Constructicen

Migrant Health 3rants

Llcohol Demonzrt.ation Programs

Alcohol Formula Grants

Mental Health - Children's Services

Chiléhood Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Contrcl

Disease Contcn. - Project Grants

Drug Abuse Pre -:tion Formula Grants

Emergency Me-ical Services

Special Alcohol Projects

Community Mental Health Centers - Comprehensive
SeLrvices Subport

Career Cent -v= Support

Adult Educat.or - Grants to States

Educationally Jeprived Children ~ Handicupped

Educationally Deprived Children - Local Education
Agencies

Educationally Deprived Children - Migrantis

Educationally Deprived Children in State Admin-
istered Institutions Serving Neglected or
Delinguent Children

Follow-tnrough

Handicapped Early Childhood Assistance

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Deaf-Blind
Centers

Handicapped Preschool and School Programs

Special Services for Disadvantaged Students

Talent Search

Upward Bound

Vocational Education ~ RBasic G:rants to States

Vocational Education - Cooperative Education

Vocational REducation Research

Vocational Fducation - Special Needs

Vocational Education Innovation

Educationally Deprived Children - Special
Tacentive Grants
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APPENDIX III

Subcommittee on Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare
(zontinued):

13.554
13.568

13.600
13.612
13.623
13.624

13.5625
15.630

13.631
13.6,2

13.633

13.634

13.635

13.707
13.714
13.748

13.754
13.761

13.762
13.769

13.771

17,200
17.207
17.211
17.226
17.228
17.230

17.232
17.233

17.234

Career Education

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Programs for
Severely Handicapped Children

Child Development - Head Start

Native Am2rican Programs

Runaway Youth

Rehabilitation Services and Facilities - Basic
Support Program

Vocational Rehabilitation Service for Social
Security Disability Beneficiaries

Developmental Disabilities - Basic Support

Developmental Disabilities - Specicl Projects

Developmental Disabilities Demonstrotion
Facilities and Training (Universicy Affiliated
Facilities)

Special Programs for the Aging - State Agencies
Activities and Area Planning and Social Service
Programs (Title III)

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III,
sec. 308 (Model Projects on Aging)

Special Programs for the Aging - Nutrition Prc=
grams for the Elderly (Title VII)

Supplemental Security - Vocational Rehabilitation
Program

Child Welfare Services (Title IV-B)

Medical Assistance Program - Medicaid (Title XIX)

Work Incentive Program - Child Care-Employment-
Related Support Services (WIN)

Public Assistance Social Services

Public Assistance Maintenance Assictance
(State Aid)

Refugee Assistance - Cuban Refugees

Special Assistance to Refugees from Cambodia and
Vietnam in the United States

Social Services for Low-Income Public Assistance
Recipients (Title XX)

Aoprenticeship GCutreach

Emoloyment Service

Job Corps

Work Incentive Program (WIN)

National On-the-Job Training

Farm * srkers (migrant and other seasonally
employed farm worker programs)

Comprehensive Employment and Training Programs

Empioyment and Training Research and Development
Projects

Indian Employment and Training Programs
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Subcommittee on Labor, and Health, Education, and Welfare
(continued):

17.235 Senior Community Service Employment Program
(Title IX)

17.400 Trade AG,ustment Assistance Workers

49.002 Community Action

49,005 Communityv Food and Nutrition

49.010 Senior Ooportunities and Services

49.013 State Economic Opoportunity Services

72.001 Foster Grandparents

72.002 Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP)

72.003 Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA)

72.008 Senior Companion Program

72.010 Mini-Grants

Subcommittee on Yublic Works:
23.004 Appalachian Health Programs
23.011 Appalachian State Research, Technical Assistance
and Demonstration Projects
23,013 Appalachian Child Development

Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce, Judiciary:

16.517 Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention -
Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment
59.026 Service Corps of Retired Executives and Active

Corps of Executives

Subcommittee on Transportation:

20.500 Capital Tmprovement Grants

20.501 Capital Improvement Lcans

20.506 Urban Mass Transportation Demonstration Grants

20.507 Urban Mass Transportation Capital and Operating
Assistance Formula Grants

20.600 State and Community Safety Program

- Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstration

Progran

- Carpool Demonstration Grants

- Capital Assistance to Private Nonprofit
Organizations - sec. 16{(b)(2)

- Interstate Transfer Grants

- Urban Systems Grants

Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs:

14.218 Community Develnvment Block Grants/Entitlenent
Grants
20.500 Capital Improvement Grants
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Committee on
20,501
20.506
20.507

Committee on
20.600

Committee on

23.004
23.011

23.013

Committee on
13.707
13.714
13,748

13.754
13.761

13.771
17.400

Committee on
13.210

13.211
13.217
13.224
13.232
13.235
13.237
13.239

APPENDIX TII

Banking, Housing and Urban Affairs (continued):
Capital Improvement Loans
Urban Mass Transportaticn Demonstration Grants
Urban Mass Transportation Capital and Operating
Assistance Formula Grants
Capital Assistance to Private Nonprofit
Organizations - sec. 16(b)(2)

Commerce, Science, and Transportation:
State and Community Safety Program

Environment and Public Works:
Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstration
Program
Carpool Demonstration Grants
Interstate Transfer Grants
Urban Systems Grants
Appalachian Health Programs
Appalachian State Research, Technical Assistance
and Demonstration Projects
Appalachian Child Development

Finance:
Child Welfare Services (Title IV-B)
Medical Assistance Program - Medicaid (Title XIX)
Work Incentives Program = Child Care -
Employment-Related Supportive Services
Public Assistance Social Services
Public Assistance - Maintenance Assistance
(State Aid)
Social Services for Low-Income and Public
Assistance Recipients (Title XX)
Trade Acdiustment Assistance - Workers

Human Resources:

Comprehensive Public Health Services - Formula

Grants

Crippled Children's Servi:es

Family Planning Projects

Cormunity Health Centers

Maternal and Child Health Services

Drug Abuse Community Service Program

Mental Health Hospital Improvement Grants
Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act Contracts
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APPENDIX III

Commit+ee on Human Resources (continuved):

13.240

13.246
13.252
13.257
13.259
13.266
13.268
13.26%
13.234
13.290
13.295

13.397
13.400
13.427
13.428

12.429
13.431

13.432
13.444
13.445

13,449
13.482
13.488
13.492
13.493
13.485
13.498
13.499
13.502
13.512

13.554
13.568

13.600
i3.612
13.623
13.624

Community Mental Health Centers - Staffing
and Construction

Migrant Health Grants

Alcohol Demonstration Programs

Alcohol Formula Grants

Menta’ Health - Children's Services

Childhnod Lead~Based Paint Poisoning ZTontrol

Disease Control - Project Grants

Drug Abuse Prevention Formula Grants

Emercency Medical Services

Special Alconol Projects

Community Mental Health Centers - Comprzhensive
Services Support

Career Centers Support

Adult Education - Grants to States

Educationaliy Deprived “hildren - Handicapped

Educationally Deprived Children - Local Education
Agencies

Educationally Deprived Childran - Migrants

Educationally Deprived Children in State Admin-
istered Institutions Serving Neglacted or
velingquent children

Follow~-throuah

Handicapped Early Childhood Asaistance

Handicapped Innovative Prograis - Deaf-Blind
Centers

Handicapred Preschool and School Programs

Special Services for Disadvancvaged Students

Talent Search

Upward Bound

Vocational Education — Basic Grants to States

Vocational Education - Ccoperative Educaticn

Vecational Education Research

Vocational Education - Special Needs

Vvocational Education Innovation

Educationally Deprived Children - Special
Incentive Grants

Career Education

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Programs for
Severely Handicapped Children

Child Development - Head Start

Native American Programs

Runaway Youth

Rehabilitation Services and Facilities - Basic
Support Program
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Committee on Human Resources (continued):

: 13.625

13.630
13.631
13.632

. 13.633

13.634
13.635

17.200
17.207
17.211
17.226
17.228
17.230

17.232
17.233

17.235

49.002
49,005
49.010
49.013
72.001
72.002
72.003
72.008
72.010

Vocational Rehabilitation Service for Social
Security Disability Beneficiaries

Developmental Disabilities - Basic Support

Developmental Disabilities - Special Projects

Cevelopmental Disabilities Demonstration Facil-
ities and Trainirg (University Affiliated
Facilities)

Special Programs for the Aging - State Agencies
Activities and Area Planning and Social
Service rrograms (Title III)

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III,
sec. 308 (Model Projects on Aging)

Special Programs for the Aging - Nutrition
Programs for the Elderly (Title VII)

Supplemental Security - Vocational Rehab:litation
Program

Apprenticeship Outreach

Employment Service

Job Corps

Work Incentive Program (WIN)

National On-the-Job Training

Farm Workers (migrant and other seasonally em-
ployed farm worker programs)

Comprehensive Employment and Training Programs

Employment and Training Research and Development
Projects

Senior Community Service Employment Program
(Title IX)

Community Action

Community Food and Nutrition

Senior Opportunities and Services

State Economic Opportunity Services

Foster Grandparents

Retired fenior Vvolunteer Program (RSVP)

Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA)

Senior Companion Program

tflini-Grants

Committee on the Judiciary:

13.762
13.769

*a

16.517

Refugee Assistance - Cuban Refugees

Special Assistance to Refugees from Cambodia
and Vietnam in the United States

Juvenile Justice Delinguency Prevention -
Special Emphasis Prevertion and Treatment

Select Committee on Small Business:

59.026

Service Corps of Retired Executives and
Active Corps of Executives
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Committee on Veterang' Affairs:

64.002
64.007
64.008
64.009
64.010
64.011
64.018

64.100
64.116

Community Nursing Home Care

Blind Veterans Rehabilitation Centers

Veterans Domiciliary Care

Veterans Hospitalization

Veterans Nursing Home Care

Veterans Outpatient Care

Veterans Rehabilitation - Alcohol ~.ad Drug
Dependence

Automobiles and Adaptive Equipment for Certain
Disabled Veterans of the Armed Forces

Vocational Rehabilitation foi Disabled Veterans

Select Committee on Indian Affairs:

13.228
13.534

13.535
13.536
13.551

15.108
15.109
15.110
15.130
17.234

Indian Health

Indian Education Grants to Local Educational
Agencies

Indian Edvcation - Special Programs and Projects

Indian Education - Adult Indian Education

Indian Education - Grants to Nonlocal Educa-
tional Agencies

Indian Employment Assistance

Indian Education Dormitory Operations

Indian Education - Federal Schools

Indian Education - Assistance to Schools

Indian Employment and Training Programs

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Committee on Appropriations:
Subcommittee on HUD~-Independent Agencies:

14.218

64.002
64.007
64.008
64.009
64.010
64.ull
64.019

64.100
64.116

Community Development Block Grants/Entitlement
Grants

Community Nursing Home Care

Blind Veterans Rehabilitation Centers

Veterans Domiciliary Care

Veterans Hospitalization

Veterans Nursing Home Care

Veterans Outpatient Care

Veterans Rehabilitation - Alcohol and Drag
Dependence

Automobiles and Adaptive Equipment for Certain
Disabled Veterans of the Armed Forces

Vocational Rehabilitation for Disable: Veterans
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Subcommittee on Interior:

13.228
13.534

13.535
13.536
13,551

15.108
15.109
15.110
15.130

Indian Health Services

Indian Education Grants to Local Educational
Agencies

Indian Educaticn - Special Programs and Projects

Indian Education -~ Adult Indian Education

Indian Education - Grants to Nonlocal Educational
Agencies

Indian Employment Assistance

Indian Education Dormitory Operations

Indian Education - Federal Schools

Indian Education - Assistance to Schools

Subcommittee on Labor--Health, Education, and Welfare:

13.210

13.211
13,217
13.224
13.232
13.235
13.237
13.239
13.240

13.246
13.252
13.257
13,259
13.266
13.268
13.269
13.284
13.290
13,295

13.397
13.400
13.427
13.428

13.429
13.431

13.433

Comprehensive Public Health Services - Formula
Grants

Crippled Children's Services

Family Planning Projects

Community Health Centers

Maternal and Child Health Services

Drug Abuse Community Service Program

Mental Health Hospital Improvement Grants

Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act Contracts

Community Mental Health Centers - Staffing and
Construction

Migrant Health Grants

Alcohol Demonstration Programs

Alcohol Formula Grants

Mental Health - Children's Services

Childhood Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Control

Disease Control - Project Grants

Drug Abuse Prevention Formula CGrants

Energency Medical Services

Special 2lcohol Projects

Community Mental Health Centers - Comprehensive
Services Support

Career Centers Support

Adult Education - Grants to States

Educationally Deprived Children - Handicapped

Educationally Deprived Children - Local Educa-
tion Agencies

Bducationally Deprived Children - Migrants

Educationally Deprived Children in State
Administered Institutions Serving Neglected
or Delinguent Children

Follow-through
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Subcommittee on Labor--Health, Education, and Welfare (continued):

13.444
13.445

13.449
13.482
13.488
13.492
13.493
13.495
13.498
13.499
13.502
13.512

13.554
13.568

13.600
13.612
13.623
13.624
13.625
13.630
13.631
13.632

13.633

13.634
13.635

13.707
13.714
13.748

13.754
13.761

13.762

Handicapped Early Chiidhood Assistance

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Deaf-Blind
Centers

Handicapped Preschool and School Programs

Special Services for Disadvantaged Students

Talent Search

Upward Bound

Vocational Education - Basic Grants to States

Vocational Education - Cooperative Education

Vocational Education Research

Vocational EJucation - Special Needs

Vocational Education Innovation

Educationally Deprived Children - Special
Incentive Grants

Career Education

Handicapped Innovative Programs - Programs for
Severely Handicapped Children

Child Development - Head Start

Native American Programs

Runaway Youth

Rehabilitation Services and Facilities - Basic
Support Program

Vocational Rehabilitation Service for Social
Security Disability Beneficiaries

Developmental Disabilities - Basic Stupport

Developmental Disabilities - Special Projects

Developmental Disabilities Demonstration Facilities
and Training (University Affiliated Facilities)

Special Programs for the Aging - State Agencies
Activities and Area Planning and Social
Service Programs (Title TIII)

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III,
sec. 308 (Model Projects on Aging)

Special Programs for the Aging - Nutrition
Programs for the Elderly (Title VII)

Supplemental Security - Vocational Rehabilitation
Program

Child Welfare Services {Title IV-B)

Medical Assistance Program - Medicaid (Title XIX)

Work Incentive Program — Child Care-Employment-
Related Support Services (WIN)

Public Assictance Social Services

Public Assistance Maintenance Assistance
{State Aid)

Refugee Assistance - Cuban Refugees
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Subcommittee on Labor--Health, Education, and Welfare (continued):

13.769
13.771

17.200
17.207
: 17.211
17.226
17.228
17.230

17.232
17.233

17.234
17.235

17.400
49.002
49.005
49.010
49.013
72.001
72.002
72.003
72.008
72.010

APPENDIX III

Special Assistance to Refugees from Cambodia and
Vietnam in the United States

Social Services for Low-Income Public Assistance
Recipients (Title XX)

Apprenticeship Outreach

Employment Service

Job Corps

Work Incentive Program (WIN)

National On-the~Job Training

Farm Workers (migrant and other seasonally
employed farm worker programs)

Conprehensive Employment and Training Programs

Employment and Training Research and Development
Projects

Indian Employment and Training Programs

Senior Community Service Employment Program
(Title IX)

Trade Adjustment Assistance Workers

Community Action

Community Food and Nutrition

Senior Opportunities and Services

State Economic Opportunity Services

Foster Grandgparents

Retired Senior Velunteer Program (RSVP)

Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA)

Senior Companion Program

Mini-Grants

Subcommittee on Public Works:

23.004
23.011

23.013

Appalachian Health Programs

Appalachian State Research, Technical Assistance
and Demonstration Projects

Appalachian Child Development

Subcommittee on State, Justice, Commerce, the Judiciary:

16.517

53.026

L9

Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention -
Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment
Service Corps of Retired Executives and Active

Corps of Ex=cutives

Subcommittee on Transportat.ion:

20.500
- 20.501
20.506
20.507

Capital Improvoment Grants

Capital Improvement Loans

Urban Mass Transportation Delonstration Granis

Urban Mass Transportation Capital and Operating
Assistance Formula Grants
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Subcommittee on Transportation (coutinued}:
20.600 State and Community Safety Program

- Rural Highway Public Transportation Demonstra-
tion Program

- Carpool Demonstration Grants

- Capital Assistance to Private Nonprofit Organ-
izations - sec. 16(b)(2)

- Interstate Transfer Grants

- Urban Systems Grants
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs:
14.218 Community Development Block Grants/Entitle-
ment Grante

Committee on Education and Labor:

13,7235 Drug Abuse Community Service Programs

13.239 Narcotic Addict Rehabilitation Act Contracts

13.400 2Adult Education - Grants to States

12,427 F.ducationally Deprived Children - Handicapped

13.428 Educationally Deprived Znildren - Local Education
Agencies

13,429 Educatirna'ly Deprived Children - Migrants

13.431 Educatiun :ily Deprived Children in State Admin-
istercd ipstitutuions Serving Neglected or
Deli.guent Children

13.433 Follow-Lhraugh

13.444 Handi~.oned Early Childhood Assistance

13.445 Handicepped Innovative Programs -- Deaf-Blind
Centcrs

13,449 Handicapped Preschool and School Programs

13.482 Special Services for Disadvantaged Students

13.488 Talent Search
13,492 Upward Bound

13,493 Vocational Education - Basic Grants to States
13.495 Vocational Education - Cooverative Education
13.498 Vocational Education Resear.h

13.499 Vocational Education - Special Needs

13.502 Vocational Fducation Innovation

13,512 Educationally Deprived Children - Special
Incentive Grants

13.554 Career Education

13.568 Handicanped Innovative Programs - Programs for
Severely Handicapped Children

13.600 Head Start

13.612 Native American Programs
13.623 Runaway Youth
13.624 Rehab.ititation Services and Facilities - Basic

Support Program
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Committee on Education and Labor (corntinued):

13.625

13,633

13.634
13.635
16.517

17.200
17.207
17.211
17.226
17.228
17.230

17.232
17.233

17.235

49.002
49.005
49,010
49.013
72.001
72.002
72.003
72.008
72.010

Vocational Rehabilitation Service for Social
Security Disability Beneficiaries

Special Programs for the Aging - State Agencies
Activities and BArea Planning and Sccial Service
Programs (Title III)

Special Programs for the Aging - Title III,
sec. 308 {Mcdel Projects on Aging)

Special Programs for the Aging - Nutrition
Programs for the Eiderly (Title VII)

Juvenile Justice and Delinguency Prevention -
Special Emphasis Prevention and Treatment

Apprenticeship Outreach

Employment Service

Job Corps

Work Incentive Program {WIN}

National On-the-Job Training

Farm Workers (migrant and other seasonally em-
ployed farm worker programs)

Comprehensive Employment and Training Programs

Employment and Training Research and Development
Projects

Senior Community Service Employment Program
(Pitle IX)

Community Acticn

Community Food and Nutricion

Senior Opportunities and Services

State Economic Opportunity Services

Foster Grandparents

Retired Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP}

Volunteers in Service to America (VISTA)

Senior Companion Program

Mini-Grants

Committee on Interior ard Insular Affairs:

13.228
13.534

13.535
13.536
13.551

15.108
15.108
15.110

Indian Health Services

Indian Education Grants to Local Educational
Agencies

Indian Education - Special Programs and Projects

Indian Education - Adult Indian Education

Indian Education - Grants to Nonlocal Educa-
tional Agencies

Indian Employment Assistance

Indian Education Dormitory Operations

Indian Education - Fed=ral 3chools
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Committee on Interior and Insular .ffairs (continued):

15.130
17.234

Indian Education - Assistance to Schocls
Indian Employment and Training Programs

Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce:

13.210

13.211
13,217
13.224
13.232
+3.237
13.240

13.246
13.252
13.257
13.259
13.266
13.268
13.269
13.284
13.290
13,295

13.397
13.630
13.631
13.€32

Comprehensive Public Health Services - Formula
Grants

Crippled Children's Services

Family Planning Projects

Community Health Centers

Maternal and Child Health Services

Mental Health Hospital Improvemsnt Grants

Community Mental Health Centers - Staffing and
Construction

Migrant Health Grants

Alcohol Demonstration Programs

Alcohol Pormula Grants

Mental Health - Children's Services

Thildhood Lead-Based Faint Poisoning Control

Disease Control - Project Grants

Drug Abuse Prevention Formula Grants

Emergency Medical Services

Special Alcohol Projects

Communicy Mental Health Centers - Comprehensive
Services Support

Career Centers Support

Developmental Disabilities - Basic Support

Developmental Disabilities - Special Projects

Developmental Disakilities Demonstration Facilities

Committee on the Judiciary:

13.762
13.769

Refugee Assistance - Cuban Refugees
Special Assistance to Refugees from Cambodia
and Vietnam

Committee on Public Works and Transportation:

20.500
20.501
20.506
20.507

20.600

Capital Improvement Grants

Capital Improvement Loans

Urban Mass Transportation Demonstration Grants

Urban Mass Transportation Capital and Operating
Assistance Formula Grants

State and Community Safety Program

Rural Highway Public Transportaticn Demonstra-
tioa Program

Carpool Demonstration Grants
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Committee wn Public Works and Transportation (continued):

23.004
23.011

23.013

Capital Assistance to Private Nonprofit
Organizations = sec. 16(b)(2)

Interstate Transfer Grants

tban Systems Grants

A »nalachian Health Prog.ams

III

Appalacnian State Research, Technical Assistance

and Demonstration Projects
Appalachian Child Development

Committee on Veterans®' Affairs:

54.002
64.007
64.008
64.009
64.010
64.011
64.019

64.100
64.116

Community Wursing Home Care

Blind V2terans Rehabilitation Centers

Veterans Domiciliary Care

Veterans Hospitalization

Veterans Nursing Home Care

Veterans Outpatient Care

Veterans Rehabilitation - Alcohol and Drug
Dependence

Autcmobiles and Adaptive Equipment for Certain

Disabled Veterans of the Armed Forces

Vocational Rehabilitation for Disabled Veterans

Committee on Ways and Means:

13.707
13.714

17.4C0
13.748

13.754
13.761

13.771

e

Supplerental Security - Vocational
Rehabiiitation Program

Child Welfare Services (Title IV-B)

Medical Assistance Program - Medicaid
{Title XIX)

Trade Adjustment Assistance - Workers

Work Incentive Program - Child Care--Lm-
ployment-Related Supportive Services (WIN)

Public Assistance Sccial Services

Public Assistance Maintenance Assistance
(State Aid)

Social Services for Low-Income Public Assis-
tance Recipients (Title XX)
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o May 25, 1977

The Honorable Elmer B. Staats
Comptroller General of the
United States

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

The draft proposed report, "Hindrances to Coordina-
ting Transportation of People Participating in Federally
Funded Grant Programs" prepared by the staff of the U.S.
General Accounting Office has been reviewed by staff
members of the Office of Domestic and Anti-Poverty Opera-
tions, ACTION. Their comments are attached.

Sinc7£21

Director

enclosure
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The Senior Companions Program (SCpP) should be added
to the list (page 12) of ACTION proyrams which reim-
burse clients for transportation expenses.

The Senior Companions Program (SCP) was omitted from
the list of programs on page 14,

We guestion the statement (page 47) that there are
no incentives to coordinate transportation.

Transportation is a very important part of our pro-
gram activities and our sponsors continuously emphasize
"lack of adequate transportation systems and financial
resources to pay for transportation" as being a major
problem for them.

Given the limited resources which we can make available
to sponsors for transportation reeds we certainly en-
dorse the concept of transportacicon resource sharing
among various Federal programs and federally funded
projects when feasible, providing there is appro-
priate cost sharing and accountability.

We have and will continue to urge our sponsors to make
every effort to coordinate their transportation re-
sources with other Federal, State and iocal programs
in their communities.

The study does not deal with transportation issues
peculiar to volunteers, particularly older volunteers,
e.g.:

a. senior or volunteer break on private auto gas
purchases;
o. flexibility in earmarking special funds or tax

deductions for community provider- of vans, taxi
service or manpower to drive senior volunteers
to assignment; and

c. federal auto insurance "basic coverage" plan.

[See GAO note, p. 109.]
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5, We recommend substituting the attached change in wording
from appendix I1I, page 95 of the draft report, applying
to VISTA.

"Funds may not be used to purchase transportation
equipment. Recipients of VISTA services are not

eligible for transportation services. Grants are
made to sovonsors for leasing of equipment at the

l,wcst possible rate for on-the-~job use of VISTA
voiunteers, or the volunteers are paid 12¢ a mile
for approved use of private vehicles on-the-job,

if the project to which they are assigned cannot

pay for the transportation.”

6. Lie reviewed the section pertairing to the Mini-Grant
Program (page 96) and find that the comment as stated
is not entirely correct.

tthile a Mini-Grant may not exceed $5,000, no statemnent
is made as to the purchase of transportation equipment.
There have been projects where vehicles have been pur-
chased and used for Meal on Wheels, transportation of
senior citizens, etc.

GAO note: Page references in this appendix refer to the
draft report and do not necessarily agree with
the page numbers in the final report.
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THE APPALACHIAN REGIONAL COMMISSION
1666 CONNECTICUT AVENUE
WASHIMGTON, D.C. 20235

CFFICE OF June 8, 1977
FEDERAL COCHAIRMAN

Mr. Henr s Eschwege, Director
Community and Economic
Development Division
Gencral Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

The Appalachian Regional Commission has completed its review of your

draft report, "Hindrances to Coordinating Transportation of People Par-
ticipating in Federally Funded Grant Programs." This report touches

on a timely issue which the Commission has recognized over the last five
years as being highly significant in the establishment of rural public
transportation systems. The Commission kas, as a matter of policy, promoted
service consclidation wherever possible in those projects which it has
directly supported.

We note that for the case studies four out of the twelve came from the
Appaiachian Region. One cf these, AORTA, has received direct support
from the Commission over the last four years. Based on this experience
(as well as that gleaned from some thirteen other studies or projects not
in your sample), we ofer the following comments:

1. Your affirmative stend relative to there being no "explicit statutory
or regulatory restrictions which prohibit coordination of transportation”
seems somewhat conditoned by the statement on page 31, "we have not
(underlining supplied) examined the myriad of Federal grant statues to
determine . . . which . . . might preclude . . . (the) furnishing (of)
transportation to . . . beneficiaries of another grant program." Whether
or not such prohibitions exist, such hindrances as have been identified

are as real and formidable as any in a statutory or regulatory form.

2. While your reports' national perspective gives a more positive cast

to the assertion that states and municipaliies have shown strong initiatives
in bringing about transport coordination, our experience has been somewhat
to the contrary. In all three ARC-sponsored operating projects, the brunt

[See GAD note 1, p. 114.]
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of such coordination has fallen upon the project director and/or consultants
hired to put the system together. This led to an inordinate amount of project
resources (sometimes as much as 50 to 60 percent in the initial two-year
start up period) being devoted to "administrative expenses." If the problems
are solved at the local level, there is no guarantee that they have even been
addressed at the State or Federal levels of government. The advantages

in coordination of service are not always so evicent to the local project
director when he attempts to bring it about. While conreding that such
initiatives should start at the local level, consistent and clear Federal policy
would help.

3. Many of the identified hindrances are all toc familia- to ARC project
managers. The administration of Title XX of the Social Security Act,

as amended, seems to be the prime offender when it comes to reporting and
accounting workloads. Many small systems simply cannot afford to
provide such bookkeeping services even if totally funded by the Federal
resources because of the data collection and compilation problem. We are
aware that there has been an eifort to devise a uniform system of accounts
for large urban trasit systems. However, to the best of our knowledge,

no sucn effort has been made for smaller, less complicated operations.

At the present time, each funding agency propagates its own requirements,
each varying from the other enough to make implementation at the local
level a constant hassle,

4, The length of funding cycle was identified as a specific hindrance and
ARC was specifically cited as an example of an agency with such provi-
sions, Without being argumentative or overly defensive we should like to
point out that ARC programs are intended to be of a relative short-term demon-
stration and fuvasibility type nature. As such, they were never expected

to extend ad infinitum into the future but rather demonstrate that certain
regione! approaches to serving people were practical and worthy of continual
lo-~al support. As a matter of practical administraton, ARC's method of
awarding grants and entering into contracts with local sponsors probably
has fewer requirements thar any Federal program. Contracts are awarded
and funds committed on a multi-year basis; advance and progress payments
are allowed to responsible sponsors to ease ¢ash-flow problems; and
reporting requirements are kept to the absolute minimum,
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5. We were struck, as I am sure you were, by the great variety exhibited
in even the small sample of case studies covered in the report. This

variety in organizational arrangements, funding, and service is both the
strength »f such operations and the downfall of Federal regulatory efforts,

It is extremely important to keep all such efforts, as outlined in your
recommendation, clear and simple. The Appalachian Regional Commission
would be pleased to participate in such an effort, if it could be of assistance.
In addition to the policy/regulatory/accountability approach, the experience
of this Commisczion leads to the following suggestions:

-~ Placement of the federal coordinative effort should be in the
Department of Transportation.

-- All funding agency administrative guidelines should contain a
requirement to the effect that any sponsor desiring money for
transport services as an adjunct to other programs must first
conduct an appraisal of existing {ransport resources,

--.The basic responsibility for service coordination resides at
the local level provided that adequate funding is granted such
activities,

-- As an incentive for the formation of coordinated transport service
support should be given to HEW's proposed rulemaking allowing client
eligibility waivers,

-- In order for "social service" type agencies to support service
consolidation it is desirable that they be required to develop accurate
estimates of all direct and indirect costs (including administrative
support - personnel, equipment, and facilities)., At present the
"perceived” cost of providing transpcrtation to their clientele is
below the actual cost, resulting in a reluctance to pay another
agency an appropriate fee,

-=- Local funding is a serious problem, particularly for adminis-

trative and operational support, and consideration should be given
to expanded Federal support,
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--The success of a rural public mass transportation project is
highly dependent on the quality ot the project director. Basic
problems are a lack of qualified persons and a tendency to rely on
retired personnel and other unqualified individuals, often paid
accordingly. The Department of Transportation should consider
coordination, and possibly funding, of appropriate training for
prospective managers of these programs, Development of education/
experience standzrds and salary guides might be very helpful in
educating local officials,

-- Dver two years ago, the Commission abandoned strictly categorical
grants in favor a of "single allocation” grant to each state. Increased
state responsivenass to current issues is fistered by this flexible
approach.

6. There is no easy solution to the proliferation of hindering regulations

by state administering agencies. However, our experience suggests that as
long as a Federal agency speaks with a clear and simple voice, the states

are willing to follow suit. The Appalachian Regional Commission will continue
to operate on the premise of maximum local autonomy and minimum Federal
intervention.

7. The expenditure figures supplied by UMTA somewhat obscures the relative
paucity of funds actually going to rural and small urban areas of the country.
It was our understanding of this study that the primary emphasis was on the
rural and small urban areas. If this is correct, a more exact breakdown of
data is needed.

[See GAO note 2, p. 114.1

l—L__



»

APPENDIX V APPENDIX V

In a little broader context, nhas GAO considered the additional savings
which might accure to social service programs by extending the "sharing"
concept beyond the transport component? We belive this might merit some
serious consideration, in such areas as supply purchasing, lab and testing
services, and diagnostic screening.

Again, our thenks for allowing us to review your findings. We trust you
find our comments useful,

Sm/aerely ,

,7 a/Z»u//y g

DONA W. WHITEHEAD i
Feder ochairman

—

GAO notes:
1. Page references in this appendix refer to the draft
report and do not necessarily agree with the page
numbers in the final report.

2. Material no longer related to this report has been
deleted.
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QGMMEMHE‘V WASHINGTON., D.C. 205056\ :@
Services Administration LJ

Jure 9, 1977

Mr, CGregory J. Ahart

Director

Human Resources = United
States General Accounting
Office

411 "G" Street, N. W,

Washington, D, C. 20548

Dear Mr., Ahaxt:

Attached are comments of the Community Services

Administration (CSaA) on the Draft Report, "Hindrances
to Coordinating Transportation of People Participat-
ing in Federally Funded Grant Programs," prepared by

the General Accounting Office, as well as our copies
of the report.

In general, given the time committed by the General
Accounting Office (GAO} and oursedves a more thorough
analysis of the problem and a detailed and practical
strategy for addressing it had been anticipated.

We appreciate the opportun. 'y to comment, and hope

that our views may be usefu to you in your further
consideration of this problem which has such direct
impact cn the day to day lives of the nations poor

and disadvantaged.

Gracitla (Grace) Olivarez
Director
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COMMENTS: GAO DRAFT REPORT: HINDRANCES TO COORDINATING TRANSPORTATION
OF PEOPLE PARTICIPATING IN FEDERALLY FUNDED

GRANT PROGRAMS

The Senate Committee on Public Works req.ested GAO to identify:
(1) Federal programs which provide fc: the transportation of
program beneficiaries in rural and small urban areas;
{(2) any restricticus which frustrate efforts to coordinate
these various transportation resources;
{3) instances in which coordination has been achieved and the

circumstances vhich made this possible,

The rveport concludes that the most significant hindrance seems to be
confusion at a;l levels of government about the extent to which
Federally funded projects may engage in transportation coordination.
The report proceeds to ezssert that "GAO believes that coordination of
various Federally funded transportation resources is desirable to the
extent it is feasible providing there is appropriate cost sharing and
accountability." Recorm—endations for accomplishing this include
endorsements of the concept; development of administrative regulations
which will facilitate information gathering and coordination potential;
and issuance of regulations and guidance to clarify and streamline

< procedures for cost-sharing and reimbursement.

. In general, the Communitwv Services Administration does not 1i..? within the
report the sense of urzszncy consistent with the seriousness of the problem

either in terms of its i-pact on the rural disadvantaged population or in
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terms of its effect on the energy emergency in the country.

This perspective of the CSA derives directly from the éxperience of its
879 local Community Action Agencies, 444 of which are rural and operate
a varietv of Federally funded human services and community development
activities in their multi-county jurisdictions, The local CAA mandate
for provision of adequate transportation services, and indeed, for the
development of coordinated transportation services, is not based on a
categorical identification of transportation as a national or special
emphasis activity, but is contained in the general, broad purposes of
the Economic Opportunity Act, as amended, and expressed in the general
standards of effectiveness for all projects:
1} Streagthened community capabiliti:s for planning and
coordinating so as to insure that available assistance
related to the elimination of poverty can be more
responsive to local needs and conditioms.
2) Better organization of services related to the needs of the
poor.
3) Maximum feasible participation of the poor in the development
and implementation of all programs and projects designed to

serve the poor,

Provision of adequate aund effective transportation systems in rural
areas is further implied by the declaration that the policy of the
Agency is "to enable the poor living in rural areas to remain in such

areas and become self-sufficient therein , . ., ."
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A 1975 sample survey of Community Action Agencies provides a rough
sketch of CAA experience in tramsportation efforts, For all CAAs,
the projected expenditure for transportation was nearly $13 million,
of a total funding of nearly $1.6 billion, Of the $13 million expended
by all CAAs, nearly $8 million was used for transportation by rural
CAAs. Among all CAAs, transportation was the activity with the third
highest number of direct participants, and the lowest average cost
per participant. Also among all CAAs, 317% of the funds used the
support transportation activities came from CSA, and a nearly equal
297, came from other Federal sources. It should be pointed out that
the above figures may not reflect the entire involvement of CAAs in
transportation activities because some program activities, such as
ener;y, include transportation as a sub-category. which has not been
specifically identified in this body of data. The transportation
experience evidenced by this information is further confirmed by the
fact that of the * :lve lccal projects described in the GAO Draft

Report, seven are either operated by CAAs or use CSA funis,

The substantial Agency involvement in thir general effort can be
attributed tc the fact that lack of transportation is a major bar-
rier to getting services to people and people to services im rural
communities. Given the low population density, the bro:sd geographic
disp.rsion of people, and the disproportionate share of elwuerly and
children in rural areas, it is not surprising that a 1976 HEW study,
"“Getting Human Services to People in Rural America" found that no

other single hindrance to service delivery was as frequently mentioned,
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We feel that a protlem of this magnitude deserves an analysis more
acute then one which reveals '"confusion™ s the principal reason for
lack of coordination. Unless the sources of this confusion are care-
fully and accurately detailed, and then systematically eliminated,

we are not hopeful of improvemcat in the situation,

CSA disappointment at the superficial treatment of this problem and
the lack of a clear practical plan for addressing it, is exacerbated
by our interest in the energy needs of the poor. Certainly, the lack
of transportation coordination, and the corcomitant waste of precious
resources, deserves a more thorough analysis and a more thoughtful

management strategy.

Within the Executive branch, it seems obvious that the Office cf
Management and Budget would have lead responsibility for developing
the plou to eliminate the administrative sources of the identified
confusion. The Community Servieces Administration, would recommend
the following as possibly useful elements in a serious Federal
management strategy:

1) Adopt a single definition of persons in the category of
the "transportation disadvantaged,” to include all indi-
viduals unable to achieve basic mobility on their own,
disregarding the source of their disadvartage. The term
would include such diverse groups as the elderly, the
poor, blind, disabled, etc., and could therefore be used
in all administrative procedures and regulations governing

transportation components of Federal programs.
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\ 2) Mandate uniform procedures regulations for transportation
services, including vehicle acquisition, cost-sharing, etc.
in a manner similar to the uniform reporting standards

wnich were handled through FMC 74-7, and OMB Circular A-110.

3) Require among Federal agencies, preferential or bonus-point
treatment in funding review, for projects which accomplish
their transportation requirements as part of a cnordinated

) system, either their own or through some other local provider.

o 4) Designate transportation providers for local jurisdictionms,
much as area-wide clearinghouses have been designated.
Transportation providers would either provide the trans-
portation out of pooled resources themselves, or assure
the establishment of a third party transportation provider.
We would, of course support, the designation of CAAs in

rural u.reas, although there are certainly other alternatives,

5) Eliminate the proliferation of transportation authorities
within Federal programs by replacing this subcategory with
formula systems that include a factor for geographic dis-
persion of client populaticn., Thus, transportation to

o services would become a regular part of the support for
a program; the need for permanent subsidy in rural areas
would be recognized: and program costs would automatically

inciude the real cost of transportation services.
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s\ DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE

QFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D C. 20201

August 3, 1977

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

Director, Human Resources
Division

United States General
fccounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

The Secretary asked that I respond to your request for our comments on
your draft report entitled, "Hindrances to Coordinating Transportation
of People Participating in Federally Funded Grant Programs.” The
enclosed comments represent the tentative position of the Department and
are subject to reevaluation when the final version of this report is
received.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this draft report before its

publication,
Sincerely yours,
Thomas D. Morris
Inspector General
Enclosure
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COMMENTS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE ON
THE GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE DRAFT REPORT, "HINDRANCES TO CGO-

ORDINATING TRANSPORTATION Ol PEQPLE PARTICTPATING IN FEDERALLY

FUNDED GRANT PROGRAMS"

GENERAL COMMENTS

Before discussing specific concerns with the draft report, we
commend the GAO for its investigative efforts and development-
al objectives to improve the categorical fragmentation and in-
efficient use of transportation ~esources at the sub-state level.

The Department is fully sensitive to the need for bringing about
greater operating efficiencies and service effectiveness in our
transportation service delivery activities. All too often the
many independent categorical transportation operations result in
duplicative expenditures and services; failings to serve broader
vulnerable populations; notable losses of agency manpower to the
provision of such services; and in general failing to realize

the benefits of existing local resources. One approach now being
posited as best able to overcome these service deficiencies is the
coordinaticn and/or consolidation of existing local resouvces at the
local level.

There is general agreement among most Federal agencies that co-
ordination activities should result in a reduction in transporta-
tion related agency evpenses and an increase in the level of services
available for agency related purposes. Some HEW and DOT agencies
have developed this premise as program policy transmitted to state
and local counterpart agencies. Despite this, there is wide-spread
agreement that the most signif.icant barrier to a much broader and a
working commitment to transportation coordination at all agency levels
is the existence of little empirical cor statistical evidence to sup-
port perceptions of coordination benefits. The few coordinated
systems which do exist, some of which are referenced in the draft
report, are considered to be situationally unique, involving, for
instance, excessive Federal, state, and local funding to initiate

and sustain the coordinated system, and generally failing to provide
valid models of coordinated services which could be replicated in
other local settings.

For the purpose of developing a naticnal knowledge base on trans-
portation coordination, the Office of Human Development (OHD)} initiezted
a two year program to demonstrate the feasibility of coordinating
existing social service transportation. The award of OHD's demonstra-
tion grants in June, 1977, is a culmination of nearly two years of
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extensive grourdwork preparations, inter-Departmental collaboration, and
research (generating products referenced, and drawn from, in the develop-
ment of the draft GAO report). These activities were found to be necessary
as nearly all studies to date which consider transportation coordination
have emphasized the problems asscciated with achieving coordination,
rather than the process by which coordination can be achieved. In
addition, OHD's efforts have drawn extensively from resources at the
central, regional, and local level of HEW and DOT agencies. It is now
agreed by both Departments that the OHD Transportation Demonstration
Program will provide the needed findings to begin formulating policy to
link HEW-funded transportation services with .each other, as well as with
those of other Federal departments and agencies.

OHD has ide.atified ten generic mudels of coordinated/consolidated
transportation activity which we now believe represent the full spectrum
of anprcaches feasible at the local level. These models take into
zccount Loth managemant coordination such as billing, accounting, funding,
outreach activities, as well as operational coordination through client
ride-sharing and vehicle time-sharing activities. These models jointly
developed by HEW and 30T and their implementation between social service
agencies, public trans:it agencies, and private transportation providers,
are beiny fully tested through the OHD demonstration program. Without
this effort, we are unable to know the advantages or disadvantages of
coordination or hindrances to the process.

TECENICAL COMMENTS

We regret that GAO's reporting of the OHD program was not more complete
with respect to its nature, intent and Federal-wide implications. We
would suggest that GAO's cbservation that ''there has been no coherent
interagency effort at the national level to tackle the specific coordi-
nation issue of transportation resources or to try to eliminate hin-
drances" should be modified in view of this substantial effort.

ISSUES

Overall, we believe the draft GAO report couid have a clearer focus, and

would strongly recommend reconsideration of the conclusions and proposals
reflected in the draft.

We understand the objectives of this study to be the identification of
Federal programs which fund transportatiocn services, examination of both
legislative and administrative restrictions to Federal, State and local
level coordination between thesa program activities; identification of
circumstances which have in the past made coordination possible; and
recommendations for the elimination of Federal restrictions to coordi-
nation.
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In response to these objectives, we believe it will be essential for GAO
to provide a more comprehensive and operational definition of the concepts
of transportation coordination and consolidation than: "pooling or
sharing of transportation resourcns by several different recipients of
Federal funds from more than one categorical program.'" We do not concur
with the implication in the draft report that transportation coordi-
nation will result in better use of resources and delivery of transpor-
tation services, As we have indicated, there is little evidence to
support this position. Without further examination, we fear that co-
ordination efforts resulting from such general endorsements as proposed
in the draft reporc could potentially jeopardize existing services and
any future potentials for achieving effective coordination.

Likewise, we are unable to agree with GAO's methodology and findings
regarding hindrances to ccordination without first knowing on what basis
of coordination these hindrances were identified and examined. We know
barriers to exist beyond those identified in the draft report. More
important, however, the relative severity and prioritization of these
hindrances is unclear without first-hand observation and analysis.
Although our findings to date would tend to parallel GAO's, there is
little known about the exact scale and impact of existing legislative,
admninistrative, and atri<udinal barriers, and the degree to which co-
ordination of local services would be stimulated as a result of their
rzmoval. Thus, the single most ipportant barrier to coordination is the
relatively poor knowledge about transportation coordination/consolidation.
For instance, without first knowing the real benefits to be derived from
coordination, we believe that the fears and suspicions whic: exist at
the local level, as di:zcussed in the draft report, are entirely justi-
fiable.

We are also concerned that the draft report does not examine the need

for improving socfal service operations (reasons why DHEW has been

forced to engage in the transportation business), but tends to concentrate
on social service agency coordination as an area of major need. Instead,
we believe that improvements to the coordinated delivery of public
transportation (in meeting the needs of social service agencies as a

part of their "public' constituency) is an issue central to any discussion
of transportation coordination.
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ey @,2 DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING
% | gi § WASH'NGT
’,0 teiatkl o
PO M
May 31

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY
FOR COMMUNITY RPLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

Mr. Henry Eschwege

APPENDIX VIII

AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
ON, D.C. 20410

» 1977

IN REPLY REFER YO

Director, Community and Economic

Development Division
General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft GAO Report
titled "Hindrances to Coordinating Transpurtation of People
Participating in Federally Funded Grant Programs.' The refp rt
vividly illustrates how a relatively minor component of many
programs can prove duplicative when viewed as a totality. OMB
provision for cost-sharing arrangements can help eliminate part

of the problem.

Coordination at the national level, however, short of identifying
only a few sclected programs trom which Federal funds would be
made available, becomes a problem. This is especially true for

the Community Development Bl-ck

Grant Program since the trans-

portation s:rvices aspects are only a minor part of the total
program. Lf current information on all 114 ledeval programs has
to be maintained regarding transportatiou services assistauce as
indicated on page 67 and the coordination of this informatior
takes place at the national level, the paper wory alone mukes the

proposal unworkable,

It is supggested that the report

be made more explicit concerning

solutions to the coordination problem. Two solutions which might
warrant further exploration involve:

1. Limitation on the number of Federal programs that can

provide such services.

Four or {ive Federal programs might

be identified that are highly oriented to the provision of
transportation services. If they were to be the sole source
of funding for such purposes, coordination activities would

be greatly simplified.

Funding levels for such programs

would have to be modified to reflect the increased demand

for funds.

[See GAO note, p. 126.]
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2. If the provision of transportation services is to continue

- to be provided by the 114 programs, it is suggested that the
coordination take place at the local level since fewer programs
would need to be considered. This could be done by requiring
each community desiring assistance to have a transportatinn
services program. One or a few selected Federal programs
could be designated for providing Federal assistance for the
preparation of such a program, and all grant requests for trans-
portation services from a community would have to show con-
sistency with the local program and the coordination arrangements
in effect. Cost-sharing between Federal agencies could then be
worked out on the basis of the community-wide or arca-wide
program. The Department of Transportation would logically be
the coordinator of this effort Funds could be made available
through UMTA for the preparation of a program such as trans-
portation services for urban areas. Based on UMIA experience
in this area, a similar program might be worked out for the
rural areas. An Executive Order would have to be issued
directing the Federal agencies to establish a transportation
services program requirement for each of the 1li4 progroms
unless legislatively prohibited. In these instances, Congress
would have to enact the necessary enabling legislation.

I realize the magnitude of the task you have undertaken. Through the
provision of more explicit recommendations, the report will prove more
useable to bc n the Congress and the Federal agencies. The opportunity
to comment is appreciated.

Sinc¢erely yours,
A\ /k/ /////
Jg.

Robert C. Embry,
Assistant Secretar

GAO note: Page references in this appendix refer to the
draft report and do not necessarily agree with
the page numbers in the final report.
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*United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON, D.C 20240

Ma, 20, 1977

Mr. Gerald E. Killian
Assistant Director, Community and

Cconomic Development Division
U.S. General Accounting Office
Room 7105
400 7th St., SW
Washington, D.C. 20590
Dear Mr. Killian:
Confirming our discussion, please be advised that the Department
has no comments to offer on your c(raft report "Hindrances to
Coordinating Transportation of Peuple Participating in Federally
Funded Grant Programs." Therc was no coverage of Departmental
programs in the report and the situations discussed do not coincide

with those experienced in the Department.

Sincerely,

S &(’5@ wn

Program Audit Manager
Office of Audit and Investigation
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%\ UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
S
R WASHINGTON, D.C. 20530
Address Reply to the M&y 24, 1977

Davision Indicated
and Refer to Initials and Number

Mr, Victor L. Lowe

Director

General Government Division

United States General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Lowe:

This letter is in response to vrur request for
comments on the draft report titled "Hindrances to
Coordinating Transportation of People Participating
in Federally Funded Grant Programs."

The subject matier of this report addresses most
directly the program responsibilities of other executive
agencies with respect to the transportation of people
under Federal grant programs. The eventual adoption of
the report recommendations would not significantly impact
on this Department's oper.tions, However, we recognize
the potential for transportation coordination among
federally funded projects and would be prepared to assist
in providing any information or data required to implement
such a coordination initiative,

We appreciate the opportunity given us to comment on
the draft report. Should you have any further questions,
please feel free to contact us,

Sincerely,

7 Kevin® Rodney
Assistant Attorney General
for Administration
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR A DMI JISTRATICN
WASHINGTON, D.C. 210210
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May 27, 1977

Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

Director

Human Resources Division

U.S. General Accounting Office
Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Ahart:

This is in response to the draft report of April 28, 1977,
entitled "Hindrances to Coordinating Transportation of
People Participating in Federally Funded Grant Programs."

Our comments are limited to the section regardirg the
Federal Regional Councils (FRCs). This section indicates
that FRC implementation of its responsibilities for
coordinating OMB Circular A-95 activities in the field
1as been "hampered" by limited staffing and inconsistent
sommitment by Federal agencies to FRCs.

In addition, the Comptroller General's report, GGD

75-52, of February 11, 1975, entitled "Improved Cooperation
and Coordination Needed Among All Levels of Government--
Office of Management and Budget Circular A-93", concluded
that OMB had devoted only limited staff to administering
the Circular which resulted in passive compliance
monitoring on the part of OMB, and the issuance of

varying regulations and procedures on the part of the
Federal agencies.

The 1975 report recommended that OMB adopt an agressive
system of positive monitoring of the Circular's adminis-
tration; and provide the FRCs with the necessary staff to
carry out the monitoring role in the field.

Two current Congressional bills would strengthen the
A-95 process considerably. One, H.R. 14740, is designed
to provide for regular distribution of current Federal
program information to members of Congress, State and
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local officials as well as the general public. A pending
Senate bill, S. 892, would amend the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act of 1968. In eacn instance, the A-95/
Treasury Circular 1082 process would play a key role in
providing the basis for information sharing and improving
intergovernmental relationships.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this report.
If we can be of frrther assistance, please feel free
to contact us.

Sincerely,

' Assistant Secre ary for
Administration and Management
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R \,\,\B('_}/:!%,

fé‘P-)‘:%)d, U.S. GOVERNMENT

,63:;5’?&?';;%5, SMALL BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION
i Ry WAsSHINGTON, D.C. 20416

“ApyTR

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR

May 16, 1977

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director, Community and Economic
Development Division

United States General Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

This is in response to your April 28, 1977, letter which
requested our comments on your draft report entitled,
"Hindrances to Coordinating Transportation of People Par-
ticipating in Federally Funded Grant Programs."

We have reviewed the subject report and offer the follow-
ing comments:

As cited in the report, our SCORE and ACE
Program would be the only program affected
by this report; however, we believe that
this program should be exempt from any co-
ordinated transportation effort. As you
are aware, the SCORE and ACE volunteers
provide management counseling to owners
and managers of small businesses, usually
at the place of business. Therefore, their
travel does not necessarily follow estab-
lished routes nor are they on rigid sched-
ule. Also, many times the volunteers will
travel to another city and will counsel
several businesses during the day. These
businesses are not usually within walking
distance of each other; therefore, some
type of transportation is needed, which
may not be available under a coordinated
effort. We do encourage SCORE and ACE
volunteers to use public transportation

in those areas where it is feasible.
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We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this report and
if you need additicnal information, please advise.

Sincerely,
,’4_ e A iy s
’ / ’/1\’{117

A. Vernon Weaver
Administratlor
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OFFICE OF TeE SECHETARY OF TRANSPORTATION
o5 "ON, DC 20590

ASSISTARY SECRETARY
FOR ADMINISTRAT(GN

July t, 1977

iir. Henry Escrws e
Director
Community and £zoncmic Lewe 'zoment Division
U.S. General FCzounting of @
Washington, 3.C. Z754-
Dear dr. Escnwese:
We have enclose? tws ciires <f our reply tn the General Accounting
Office draft rzcertc "~ rorerces to Coordinating Transportation of
People Particizating 17 *er3lly Funded Programs.” Please let us
know if we can assist gus f.riner,
Sincerely,

¢ O Nan S Do

ap» tdward W. Scott, Jr.

-

gEnclosures
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DEPART!EN™ OF TRANSPORTATION REPLY
TO
:AQ DRAFT REPORT
ON
HINDRANCES TC COOPDINATIIG TRANSPOGRTATICN

OF PEOPLE PARTICIPATING 1w FECLRALLY
FUNDED PROGRAS

SUMMARY OF CAO FINDINGS AND RECCMMENDATIONS

In the report, GAO identifies the following hindrances to trans-
portation coordination efforts:

1.

2.

The inherent problems with the categorical approach to
rederal ass.stance;

Grantee worries abocut the availability cf continucus
fanding;

Incompatibility or perceived incompat:inility duc to
differences in :lient groups (age, incore, ard so forth),
and differences in transporta.:ion reeds of client groups;

Fersonality conflicts, turf protecticn, and concern that
cne's clients may be adversely affected by coordination;

Transportation regulation;
Accountability, paperwork, and boockreevning problems:

Lack of any concerted Federal effort o coordinate
transportation.

It appears *hat the most significant hindrance 1s confusion at all
lavels of g~vernment about the extent of coord:nation federally-
funded prc-ects may engage in, and that the above Teniioned hindrances
rav be an 2atgrowth of :his confusion.

Tre report recormmerds that:

1.

2.

/@]

sngress endorse the concept cf transzortation resource
~haring;

HVIR{]

Of fice of Management and Budget develop and issue
1lations to facllitate transnortaticon coordinaticn.

o]

=S
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POSITION STATEMENT

The generz . recommendations are necessary, but they do not contain
sufficient steps to ensure nationwide coordination of specialized
transportation. The report's final recommendations ignore obser-
vations ar< suggestion. for improving coordination made by persons
interviewed by GAO (see pages 60~62). 1In addition, the report

fails to explain why GAO believes that many of the proposed sclutions
are not administratively feasible or practical (page 65).

Our experience confirms the report's findirgs that, though there

are no explicit statutory or regulatory prohibitions on transportation
coordination, a myriad of practical hindrances discourage coordiration.
In general, GAO has done a creditable job in identifying those
obstacles and we concur in the basic recommendations of the draft
report. GAQO may wish to consicder expanding the recommendations to
OMB to include a determination < cost allocations between agencaies.
At the same time, it may wish to recommend that UMTA, FHWA,

and other relevant Federal agencies work jointly with OMB to

develop cost detcrmination and allocation techniques and to antici-
pate implementation barriers associated with their use.

In the final recommendations, emphasis is on the area of cost

acc watability, almost to the exclusion of concerns presented in

the Lody of the report regarding protection of the interests of
varying client groups. For example, on page 54 of the draft report,
the Federal Regional Council in Region IV envisions "a system that
ensures fiscal accountability of progrem dollars, and service
accountability for each target group." "Service level accountability"
is of special interest to those individuals and agencies concerned
with the provision of transportation for elderly and handicapped
persons.

The report creates the impression that no Federal attention was
given to the problem of transportation coordination in rural areas
until 1975. 1n administering Section 147 of the Federal-aid
Highway Act of 1973, FHWA and UMTA worked closely with represen-
tatives of other Federal agencies in developing program procedures
and selecting deronstration projects. Further, the program requla-
tions listed 10 criteria for selection, five of which concerned
coordinating services and financial resources.

While we recognize that most of the 106 demonstration projects are
in the early operating stages, their impact on lccal coordination
efforts and influence as models for other areas should not be
minimized. In fact, three of the GAO case studies cited for posi-
tive coordination efforts rece:ved Section 147 funding specifically
to demonstrate the potentia. 7or transportation brokerage (third-
party) service.

[See GAO note 1, p. 137.1
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The report would benefit from insertion of clarifying language that
would idertify the *ransition from text identifying "114 programs
that provide transportation for people® to that portion of the
report dealing with response to the Senate Committee on Public
Works rec iest to identify programs which provide for the transpor-
tation of program beneficiaries in rural and small urban areas,

and theiv coordination or lack therof,

An example of confusing text is found on pages 2 and 8 of the
draft rephrt. On page 2 there is an indication that the Committee
wanted an identificatior of "all federal grarnt and assistance
programs which make ava lable federal funds for transportation of
people with.un rural and small urban areas and between there and
urbanized areas." On page 8 of the report, $1.9 billion in

DOT programs f{(or 95% of total DOT obligations under UMTA carital
grants) is identified as applicable to th= provision of funds for
the transportation nf people. The inclusion of the total UMTA
capital grant program (page 93) in that category is improper and
misleadiag in aggregating the cost of providing transportation
services in rural and small urban areas.

The concept and definition of coordination in the report is
currently limited to the sharing of transportation vehicles funded
by several programs. The definition should be expanded to include
the bringing togecher in some sort of common action, or the acting
together 1n a concerted way, of separate transportation providers
and human resource agencies, to provide for the smooth, efficient
integration and operation of the overall transportation system. *

It might be helpful if the report would encourage agency officials
to go on record in support of the concept of coordination.

The most successful models presented among the examples of existing
coordination attempts were those of third party providers, often
created under the pressure of State mandate. Although suggestions
regarding the formation of third party transportation systems from which
all social service organizations would purchase service appear in
Chapter 4, under "Suggestions to LCliminate Hindrances," such systems
are not given detailed consideration in the conclusions and recommenda-
tions in Chapter 5. GAO may wish to include a further analysis of

the merits of this approach in the final report. The analysis should
take into consideration present funding rechanisms available for such
preoviders and identify if possible gaps in funding availability, as

for example, for non-urbanized areas under 50,000 population.

* inastitute of Public Administration, Coordirating Transportation
for the Elderly and Handicapped, {(wWashington, D.C.: U.S5. Department
of Transportation, Urban Mass Transportation Administration,
November 1676), p. 13.
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In those cases where coordinated programs have been develozed, the

key has been a promoter or entrepreneur at the local level who
personally took charge of the project--the Fare Free Syster (page 20)
had Jack Salveson, the Appalachian Ohio Regional Transit Asthority
{page 17) had Dave Vaughn, the Older Adults Transportation S3Service
{(page 21) had Fete Shauer. This 1clc for system leaders 1s touched

on in the discussion on page 30, but needs to be stressed —uch more.

In particular, middle federal managers should establish scre ircentives
in their programs to encourage this kind of entrepreneuriai action

at the local level.

The draft report does not, and probably cannot, address the matter
of coordination of resources within the same department, or
between departments within the same agency. The report also does not
consider many potentially significant coordination soluticns,

e.g. streamlining of cumbersore waiver procedures; joint funding
simplification; possible improvements in State and local transit
regulatory commissions, the ICC, the transporcation insurance
industry, and other institutions that inhibit coordination:
encouraging maximum use of existing public and private transpor-
tation vperators by social service agencies; and constructive
involvement of organized labor to reduce the costs and increase
management flexibility of special services.

Before the preparation of the final GAD report, it may be beneficial
to solicit a comment from the General Services Administrat:ion which
operates local motor pools for provision of general auto transporta-
tion under its various regicnal offices throughcout the country.

it is perhaps feasible to plan to utilize this nucleus of coordinated
auto/bus procurement, operation, and maintenance in an exranded

role and thus secure economies of scale and central control over

the scattered, individual auts usage cited in the report.

Attached are technical comments (Attachment A) and editoraal
comments (Attachment B}.
[See GAD note 2.]

- A
I (e

Acting Assistant Secretary Zor
Environment, Safety, and
Consumer Affairs

GAO notes.
1. Page references in this appendixz refer to the draft
report and do not necessarily agree with the page
numbers in the final report.

2. Attachments have not been included in the final
report.
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VETERANS ADMINISTRATION

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR OF VETERANS AFFAIRS
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20420
June 21, 1977

.Mr. Gregory J. Ahart

Director, Human Resources Division
U. 5. General Accounting Office
£31 G Street, N.W,

Washington, DC 2034

Dear Mr. Ahart:

We have reviewed the draft report, "Hindrances to Coordinatine
Transportation of Peonle Participating in Federallv Fu ded Grant Proerams,"”
dated April 28, 1977, and offer our comments

Coordinating and combining transportation facil ties provided
beneficiarties of Federal programs is a desirable goal which we endorse.
Unfortunatelv, the Veterans Administration (VA) proerams, in both the
Department of Medicine and Sureerv (DMFS) and the Department of Veterans
Benefits (DVB), fall in the cateeory of havine little or no potential for
increased coordination of transportation services.

Thev meet the criteria contained in Chapter Two of the report,
The programs do not fund transportation prcijects per se; thev do not
establish and pay for the administration, operation and capital cost of
vehicles; they reimburse clients for use of their automcbiles or for
taxicab fares, or provide bus tokeus or use project sta ' f to transport
clicents. Transportation 1s provided on an i1ndividual, vnscheduled,
reimbursable basis, to destinations which vary from trip to trip.

The bencficiary transportation program in DMSS is conducted
essentially an an after-the-fact basis. Iudividuals are reimbursed
for the cost of specified travel previously performed. This concept is
based on the laws we administer.

In addition, recent amendments to 38 U.S.C. 111 prohibit, in
MOStU 1nstances, travel reimbursement exceeding the cost of the most
economical node of local public transportation. We believe the Congress
intended, through this restrictive provision, to promote the use of
public transportation to a greater degree.

In the past, DM&S has successfullv nepotiated the use of Mili-
tary Airlift _command and U,S. Coast Guard Aircraft to transport certain
patients who tequire soecialized forms of air transportation. However,
these arransements have not been wholly satisfactory because of verwy
restra~t.ve availe>ilitv. Office of Manaeement and Budeet Circular A-7A
prohipits the Goveinoenl from competine against the free market for serv-
tces. Thercefore, a 1 possibilities for such specialized air transport
from comnercial sources must be explored before seeking assistance from
the Military %1rlift Co-mand.
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In DVB's vocational rehabilitation program, veterans are aot
transported for rehabilitation services in government vehicles, but
perform required travel on their own and are reimbursed, Travel {unds
for counseling and training purposes are not for ongoing travel, but
for one-time or, at most, several services, Counseling is usually
completed in from one to several sessions, and is scneduled on an
individual basis, Daily or other regular travel o and from tne place
of training is not provided or paid for oy the VA, but is paid by tne
veteran from a monthly subsistence benefit or other income, When
vocational rehabilitation trailning requires travel within a reegional
office territory or transfer to another regional territory, VA pays
the one~-time transportation cost, and agsin this is an individual
situation,

In summary, the concept of sharing transportation resources
has merit, However, tne majority of our patient tra.sportation is
provided by commercial sources, or the patient is reimevrsed for travel
expenses, The only direct transportation capability maintcinced at some
of our health care facilities consists of automobiles, wheelchair ambu-
lant vehicles or ambulances used to transport patiente who are unable
to use public transportation, to and from facilities for outpatient
care, or for transfer to another facility for spectialized treatment,
Use of any otnher vehicles maintained is limited to the conduct of essen-
tial facility business, Adding transportation capability for the sole
purpose of participating in a community project would be inappropriate,

we appreciate the opportunity to review this report,
Sincerely,

%&;&m&%&

X CL®RLAND
Administrator
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Puterstate Commerce Commission
@lashingten, B.E. 20423

OFFICE OF THE CHAIRMAN Mﬂy 31 . 1977

Mr. Henry Eschwege

Director

Communiiy and Economic Development
Division

United States General Accounting Office

Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Eschwege:

This refers to your rzauest of April 28, 1977, for comments on Volume |
of the proposad report from the General Accounting Office to the Senate Com-
mittee on Public Works entitled "Hindrarces to Coordinating Transportation of
People Participating in Federally Funded Grant Pregrams.*

We haove no comments for the first three chopters of the proposed report.
In Chopter IV, poge 45, "Transportation regulction, " a review of the informal
opinion from the Commission's Section of Motor Corriers requires a reversal of
the position stated therein. It is estoblished by Commiasion decision that Federally
funded State agencies ‘vho engoge in interstate for=hire passenger transportation cre
commen carriers by mo.or vehicle within the meoning of Section 203(a)(14) of the
Interstate Commerce Act (49 U,5.C, 303). See Mercer County Improvement
Authority, 109 M.C,C. 795. While not explicitly stated, it is clear from a reading
of Mercer that the passengers + -ould be charged fores, in which can be found the

element of compensation.

it is now the view of this Commission that a Federally funded entity which
performs transportation for certain dicadvantaged per.ons, for which no fare is
charged, is not engoged in for-hire transportation, since the necessary element
of compensation is absent. The fazt that the transporter is funded by the Federal
Government does not cppear relevant, since the funds are not fumished by those
who are using the trensportation service. The fact that ceitain of the users of the
service are taxpoyers does not appear to affect this conclusion, since the relation-
ship between payment of toxes, which are commingled with other Federal revenue,
and the expenditure of such revenue in the form of transportation subsidies is foo
remote. In oddition, since the operations are not for-hire carrioge, and no compensa-
tion is received from the passengers themselves, the question of whether the carrier's
employees are gaid or volunteer is of no consequence in this matter.

[See GAO note, p. 141.]
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In Chopter V, "Conclusions ond Recommendations,” the Commission does
not agree that tronsportation regulotion, os cited on poge 64, is a hindrunce, since
as discussed above, those carriers receiving Federal funds, but no compensation
from their passengers, are not now subject to requlation by this Commission.

The Commission agrees with the recommendction made, especially those
directed to the various Federal departments and ogencies. The recommendation
to Congress seems also especially appropriate in view of the lack of coordination
and consequent overlcpping of expenditures in these progroms. The recommendation
to the Director of the Office of Manogement and Budget would, if implemented,
bring about the coordination of both fundings and progroms in this area.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposed
report.

Sincerely yours

Chairman

COMMISSIONER MURPHY was of the opinion thot while the statements at sheets
45-46 ond 64 of the GAQ draft were not necessarily inaccurate that given the
limited factual situations presented, a reversal of the informal opinion was inappro=
priate. For example, 't appears that much <{ the transportation is intrastete and
thus beyond this Commission's jurisdiction. A better approach would be to seek o
formal ruling by way of petition or rulemaking gresenting specific factual data in
order to resolve any possible controversy.

COMMISSIONERS GRESHAM and CHRISTIAN were obsent and did not porticipote.

GAO not=: Page references in this appendix refer to the

draft report and do not necessarily agree with
the page numbers in the final report.
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‘"\@‘ . EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
NSTY OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET

WASHINGTON, D.C. 20503

June 9, 1977

Honorable Elmer B. Staats

Comptroller General of the United States
General Accounting Office

Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Staats:

This is in reply to the draft report, "Hindrances to
Coordinating Transportation of People Participating in
Federally Funded Grant Programs."”

The draft report concludes that no statutory or regulatory
restrictions were identified which prohibit coordination
of transportation resources. It then goes on to recommend
that the Office of Management and Budget issue regulations
to provide guidance to grantees concerning sharing of

their transportation resources. The recommendation appears
to be based on assumptions, rather than on evidence that
current transportation activities are not being properly
coordinated. Further, the report acknowledges that no
attempt was made to evaluate whether coordination of
transportation would be more efficient. Before consider-
ing detailed regulations in this area, we would have to
see more documentation of the need for, and feasibility of,
coordinating these services.

There are several other questions regarding the draft
report. One involves the magnitude of transportation
services that possibly corld be coordinated or consolidated.
The draft report cites $2,2 billion as the estimated trans-
portation cost of the programs examined, but this total
appears to contain instances where the transportation ser-
vices in the program could not be readily coordinated with
other programs. In order to put the problem in its proper
perspective, it would ne helpful to know the number and
dollar value of programs where there is potential for
coordination of transportation services.

We were disappointed, after the sukstantial amount of work
that apparently went into the draft report and the twelve
case studies that accompanied it, that a hypothetical

example was used to illustrate how transportation services
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